Vol. XXXII, No. 4. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


53 








Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. 


A Solicitor, In the Matter of ...- 
Amersham Union v. City of Lon- 
IN 6520000055552 acceens 
Bendilow v. The Guardians of 
WERE UMIGE ccc ce. cocnce +00 
Charles George Barnes, a Solicitor, 
In the Matter of 
Hanson's Trade-Mark, Re ........ 
aeiy Mount Estate Land Society, 
} evecce+ seeee coos seecee os 
La Trinidad (Lim.) v. Browne .... 
Metcalfe. Re, Metcalfe v. Blencowe 


Nation, Re, Nation v. Hamilton .. £ 


Reg. v. Farrant ...- wine SO08a 
Reg. v. Poulter and Others ... 


South Steffordshire 


| Tye Solicitors, Re, Ex parte 
| Yestrad ! Local Board, Ex 
Re Th 


parte, omas 


In the Weekly Reporter. 
Bosvile v. Attorney-General 


| Boswell v. Coaks 


Freeman’s Trusts, Iure .. stalin 


| Harper v. Davis 


Hobbs v. Wayet ne te 
Hewkegia, In re, Eggleton v. New- 


n 
Scott v. Morley 
aterworks 


Co. v. Stone ecee 
Underhay v. Read 


Reverend James Bell Cox, Re .... 
Scantlebury, Ex parte, Re Guy .. 
Soper V. ArMOld .cccrccecccsee coves 


| Union Bank of London v. Munster ; 
é 


| v. Glossop 
Wray, In re 








The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 26, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


A worice relating to short causes has been issued by Mr. 
Justice Srretinc, and will be found printed elsewhere. His 
lordship lays much stress on the requirement that a copy of the 
proposed minutes of judgment should be left for his perusal one 
clear day before a short cause comes into the paper. 





Lorp Justice Lrixptey is still unable to attend to judicial 
business, and although it is hoped he will be able to resume his 
duties on Monday next, there is some uncertainty on the subject. 
Meantime, Sir Jamzs Hanyen has been sitting in Court of Appeal 
No. 2; but, in the almost daily possibility of the return of Lord 
Justice Lixpiey, several very heavy appeals now ready for hearing 
are postponed in order to avoid inconvenience if the Lord Justice 
should return at a time when a case is part heard before Sir 
James Hannen. 





ATTENTION HAS BEEN called to the delay in appointing days for 
the hearing of appeals from the decisions of revising barristers. 
As we recently pointed out, under 6 Vict. c. 18, s. 63, the court 
is to give notice after the fourth day of Michaelmas Term 
(terms being retained for the purposes of this Act) of the days 
fixed for the hearing of such appeals. These days cannot be 
earlier than the fifteenth day of term, to enable the ten days’ notice 
required by section 64 to expire. Not only is much inconveni- 
ence caused to the parties by short notice being given of the days 
appointed, but, under sections 47 and 48, the lists are to be 
delivered to the sheriffs of counties and returning officers of cities 
or boroughs respectively before the last day of November, and it 
was obviously intended that under these sections such lists should 
be the corrected lists after the hearing of the appeals, as these 
affect the omission from or retention upon the lists of the names 
of large numbers of voters. 


Tuer: Is quite a little body of law growing up with regard to 
notice of ‘ election” by a solicitor, under clause 6 of the Remuneia- 
tion Order, that his remuneration shall be according to Schedule 
II. The general purport of the cases is to confirm the advice we 
gave when Re Allen (35 W. R. 100) was decided by Mr. Justice 
Kay, and the question with regard to notice was first judicially 
discussed. We said that, if the doctrine laid down in that case 
should be upheld, really the only mode of election open to the 
solicitor would be, as soon as any client mentioned anything about 
any business, to say, ‘‘ My dear sir, pray stop; there is a little 
preliminary matter; excuse me a moment while I write out a 
contingent election under the Remuneration Order.”” We need 
only refer to a case reported elsewhere to shew the correctnetrs of 
our prognostication. Mr. Justice Srmume rooted out of the 
solicitors’ bill of costs an item for a conference with trustee 
clients as to whether a sale of trust property should be by public 
auction or private contract. This conference took place a month 
before notice of election was given by the solicitors, but the 
notice was given before anything had been done in the matter of 
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the sale. Nevertheless, the learned judge held that the notice 
was too late; the conference was business covered by the 
scale charge, and the notice must be given before any such 
business is undertaken. Hester v. Hester (35 W. R. 283) 
shews that a solicitor may be held to “undertake” business, 
although he has at the time no specific instructions or retainer in 
the matter. Wherefore it appears to follow that no client should 
be allowed to open his lips in a solicitor’s office until a contingent 
notice of election has been servedon him. But if the client is one 
of two or more trustees, and the business relates to the trust, the 
recent case further shews that the notice served on him alone will 
be ineffectual. Mr. Justice Strex1v¢ intimated an opinion that “ the 
client’ in that case consists of all the trustees, and that notice to 
In that case, therefore, the 
solicitor must say, before the trustee opens his mouth: ‘‘ My dear 
sir, I must ask you to call again to-morrow. I see you are going 
to consult me on a trust matter, but before you do so I must serve 
a notice of election on your co-trustee.” Seriously, do not these 
decisions amount to a practical judicial repeal of clause 6 of the 
Remuneration Order, and do learned judges ever consider whether 
such a repeal is justifiable ? 





Wirn xec4xp to the question of the exemption of solicitors from 
serving as jurymen on coroners’ inquests, our attention has been 
called to the annual report of the Incorporated Law Society for the 
year 1840, from which we find that about that time several mem- 
bers of the society were summoned to serve on coroners’ juries, the 
coroners contending that attorneys and solicitors were not exempt, 
and basing their contention on the 52nd section of the County 
Juries Act, 1825 (6 Geo. 4, c. 50). The council of the society 
thereupon took the opinion of Sir Jon Campsets and Sir Taomas 
Wixpr, then the law officers of the Crown, and both subsequently 
Lord Chancellors. The questions put were (1) “ Whether attorneys 
and solicitors of the superior courts are liable to serve as jurymen 
on coroners’ inquests; and if so, to what penalty or punishment do 
they subject themselves by refusing to serve?” and (2) ‘‘ In case 
you should be of opinion that they are not liable to serve, what 
course should be taken to establish the privilege and to put a stop 
to the practice of causing attorneys and solicitors to be summoned ; 
and will it be necessary that an attorney or solicitor who may be 
summoned should personally attend the inquest and claim exemp- 
tion, or will it be necessary to send the coroner notice of such 
exemption ; or must a writ of privilege be sued out on each occa- 
sion ; or what other mode of proceeding do you recommend to be 
adopted?” The opinion of counsel was as follows :—‘‘ We are of 
opinion that attorneys and solicitors of the superior courts are not 
liable to serve on coroners’ inquests, and we think that the best 
mode of trying the question would be for an attorney summoned on 
a coroner’s inquest to attend and claim his privilege, and if he 
should be fined by the coroner, to contest the validity of the fine in 
the Court of Exchequer.” The law on the question is the same 
now as it was then; and, as we stated last week, we think that the 
proviso in the 52nd section on which the coroners rely will not 
bear the construction which they put upon it, as it seems merely to 
refer to the qualification of jurors and empowers coroners to sum- 
mon as jurors on inquests persons who would be disqualified to act 
on other juries, but does not authorize the summoning of any of 
the persons exempted under the 2nd section of the same Act. 
Probably the best way of testing the question will be for a solicitor 
summoned to attend and claim exemption, and if he should be fined 
to communicate with the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
who would no doubt, in the interests of the profession, rm gy we him 
in contesting the validity of the fine, and thus a judicial decision 
on the point would be obtained. 


We nave reap with considerable surprise a report of the proceed- 
ings before the Lord Chief Justice of England and a Northumberland 
jury in Reg. v. Lotinga on the 28th of last month. The defendant 
was indicted for a libel in a newspaper upon certain stevedores, 
shipowners, and merchants, the fiat of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, under section 3 of the Newspaper Libel and Regis- 
tration Act, 1881, having been duly obtained. The Lord Chief 
Justice first, according to the report before us, directed the grand 
jury that ‘it was a matter which, in his opinion, was abundantly 
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met by a civil action for libel,” and that ‘‘it was a mistake to 
suppose that, because a thing was libellous, it was therefore a thing 
for a criminal indictment: something more must appear, and unless 
that appeared, it would be the duty of the grand jury to throw out 
the bill.” The grand jury, however, in spite of this direction, 
found a true bill. At the trial Lord Coterrpcr summed up for the 
defendant so strongly that the jury returned a verdict of Not 
Guilty, although publication was clearly proved. In the course he 
took the learned judge was guided by the judgment in Reg. v. 
Labouchere (32 W. R. 861, 12 Q. B. D. 320), in which it was held 
by five judges, including himself, that a rule for a criminal 
information would not be granted at the suit of a private prosecutor 
resident abroad for a libel on a deceased foreigner ; and in which 
also the court laid down the rule that a criminal information for 
libel will only be granted at the suit of persons who are in some 
public office or position, and not at the suit of private persons. Is 
there any—ard, if so, what—authority in that judgment for 
extending its principle beyonl the case of criminal information to 
that of indictment? There is, no doubt, a citation from Hawkins 
(1 P. C., c. 28, s. 3) to the effect that ‘‘ the court will not grant 
this extraordinary remedy” [of criminal information] ‘nor should 
a grand jury find an indictment, unless the offence be of such signal 
enormity that it may reasonably be construed to have a tendency 
to disturb the peace and harmony of the community.” But in the 
judgment itself, which has, of course, far more authority than any 
citation from Hawkins or anybody else, we find this statement : 
‘* We do not preclude the Duke” [the private prosecutor] “from 
his remedy by way of action or indictment if he thinks fit to 
pursue it.’’ We cannot, therefore, think that other judges will 
follow the Lord Chief Justice in his partial abolition of the 
criminal remedy for libel, though we quite agree that the present 
state of the law of libel is utterly absurd, and that it ought to be 
altered so as to exclude libels on private persons from any criminal 
remedy. But until such alteration is made, it is surely for judges 
to declare, and not to make, the law. 





Tue Covar or Arrrat has reversed the judgmeat of the Divisional | 
Court by which the Rev. Jawes Bert Cox was set at liberty, and a 
new complication has been introduced in ecclesiastical litigation. 
Hitherto it has not been thought necessary to exact from a refrac- 
tory clergyman a voluntary submission to the decrees of the courts. | 
These decrees are usually effectual for a limited time only, and it 
has been held that when obedience has become no longer possible, 





has been allowed. The dilemma is indeed an awkward one. 
The Act 53 Geo. 3, c. 127, which now regulates the procedure 
under the writ in question, prescribes only one method of release 
upon imprisonment for disobedience to a decree, and that is 
obedience. Hence, when obedience is no longer possible, neither 
is there any release possible under the Act, and the imprisonment 
must be perpetual. This was avoided, as we have seen, by hold- 
ing that the imprisonment was meant only to secure obedience and 
not to punish past offences. But this is now expressly repudiated by 
the Court of Appeal, and another solution has been found in the 
Act of Elizabeth which is incorporated with the Act of George IIL, 
and which, by section 5, allows of release upon submission. This 
submission then, if the promotors persevere, Mr. Berit Cox must 
give or remain for an indefinite time in prison. It is curious that 
when the process is essentially one for contempt of court the 
courts themselves should be so ready to condone it, and that it 
should be left for a private person to compel them to uphold their 
own authority. This sufficiently shews the unreal nature of the 
whole proceedings, and we may fitly refer to what Lord Penzance 
said of the defendant in Dean v. Green: ‘‘ Anything like an 
attempt to obtain from him a recognition, however tardy, of the duty 
which he owes to his Sovereign and his country in rendering a 
willing compliance to the laws under which he lives and under 
| which he holds his preferment, would involve a struggle with him 
entirely beneath the dignity of the court.” It remains for the 
| promoters in the present suit to settle whether such a struggle shall 
| now take place. 








WE report elsewhere a bankruptcy decision of Hx parte Ystrad- 
fodwg Local Board, Re Thomas, which settles a new point of consider- 
able importance. The case, we believe, was brought on as a test case, 
numerous other claims depending on its decision. The point in dispute 
was as to the liability of the official receiver to pay rates in respect of 
premises occupied by the bankrupt after the date of the receiving 
order. The bankrupt had been adjudicated bankrupt on the 17th 
of January, 1887, and the Ystradfodwg Local Board claimed payment 
from the official receiver of the local board rate for the half-year, 
commencing the 30th of September, 1886, and ending on the 25th 
of March, 1887, in full. The official receiver contended that he 
was not liable to pay the rate beyond the period he had remained 
in occupation. By a rule of the board all rates are payable in 
advance. The official receiver had offered payment of the rate up 
to the 1st of February, 1887, which the board had declined to 





owing to the lapse of this time, the imprisonment which was sup- 
posed to aim at its enforcement might likewise come to an end. | 
Such was the result of Hudson vy. Tooth (2 P. D. 125) and Dean v. | 
Green (8 P. D. 79). It is to be noticed, however, that in these 
cases the promoters had really got what they wanted, and were not 
opposed to the liberation of the offender; indeed, in Hudson v. 
Tooth they themselves applied for it. In that case the clergyman 
was imprisoned for his disobedience to the decree, and thereupon 
the services were performed in the church by a nominee of the 
bishop in a proper manner and without obstruction. As the pro- 
moters had thus obtained a practical compliance with the order, 
they applied for Mr. Toorn’s release, and this Lord Penzance at 
once granted. In Dean v. Green the effect of the inhibition was 
somewhat different, Mr. Green remaining in prison until he was | 
deprived of his living under the Public Worship Regulation Act. | 
The bishop of the diocese applied for his release, and Lord Penzance 
again, with equal readiness, granted it. It had been expressly | 
stated by Lord Denuan in Queen v. Thorogood (12 Ad. & EI. 





accept, and a special case was stated by the parties for the opinion 
of the High Court, which was given in favour of the contention of 
the local board. 


TuexeE Is one remark in Mr. Munron’s excellent letter, printed 
in our last week’s issue, which ought to be reiterated. The 
‘‘sweeping condemnation” of solicitors occasionally emanating 
from judges on the bench is generally the result of haste and want 
of due consideration. It hasnot unfrequently happened that a cen- 
sure pronounced by a judge on a solicitor in a particular case 
when it came on for hearing, has had to be withdrawn or greatly 
modified when judgment was pronounced, or on some subsequent 
occasion. If judges would consider the injury which may be 
effected by the publication all over the country of censure, or other 
adverse criticisms, upon solizitors, delivered from the bench, they 
would abstain from giving expression to such opinions until after 
full consideration of all the circumstances. To give immediate 


| vent to indignation in terms calculated to bring discredit on mem- 





196) that imprisonment under the writ de contumace capiendo Was | pers of an honourable profession, without making sure that there 


not by way of penalty, but was merely for enforcing execution of 


the sentence pronounced by the court, and this was accepted by 
Lord Penzance in Hudson vy. Tooth. In Dean vy. Green he foun 

a further ground in the actual obedience of Mr. Green, although 
this was only effected by bis imprisonment. But Mr. Bett Cox's 
case is different in two respects; he successfully defied the inhibi- 
tion by dilatory legal proceedings so long as it remained in force, 
and when he was subsequently imprisoned he himself actually 
moved for his own release. In these circumstances the promoters 
have not been satisfied with the above cases, on which the 
Divisional Court based its judgment, but have insisted before the 
Court of Appeal upon their right to have Mr. Bett Cox im- 
prisoned for his disobedience to a dead decree, and this 








| are just grounds for the strictures, is to prejudge the question, 
| and to lay the speaker open to a charge of unfairness to those who 
have no means of redress. There was, not very long ago, a 
learned judge of the Chancery Division who used to relieve his 
mind by objurgations sotto voce, only audible to the registrar. 
Would it not be well, if judges must have their fling at solicitors, 
that they should imitate this excellent example ? 








Mr. W. Noel Sainsbury, of the Public Record | Office, editor of the 
“ Calendar of Colonial State Papers,” has been appointed Assistant Keeper 
\ of the Public Records, 
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“TENANTABLE REPAIR.” 


More than a year ago we reported shortly a decision of the Court 
of Appeal in a case of Crawford v. Newton, which, as then re- 
ported, seemed to have an important bearing on a question of very 
frequent occurrence—viz., what are the obligations, as regards 
painting and papering, of a tenant under a covenant to keep pre- 
mises in ‘‘tenantable repair.” The question was one on which 
there had been a singular lack of authority. The general principle 
as to the obligations of a tenant under the ordinary covenant to 
keep in repair, Jaid down by Tindal, C.J., in his summing up in 
Gutteridge v. Munyard (1 Moo. & R., at p. 336), affords very 
little help. He said that “‘ diminution in value, resulting from the 
natural operation of time and the elements, falls on the landlord ; 
but the tenant must take care that the premises do not suffer more 
damage than the operation of these causes would effect; and he is 
bound, by reasonable applications of labour, to keep the house as 
nearly as possible in the same condition as when it was demised.”’ 
The first part of the sentence points to non-liability for internal 
painting and papering, while the last part might be thought to in- 
dicate that, after the period during which internal papering and paint- 
ing are usually supposed to last, the tenant was bound to restore 
them. A house which, when demised, was newly papered and 
painted, could not be said to be delivered up seven years after- 
wards ‘‘in the same condition as when it was demised” if the 
tenant had done no internal papering or painting. Moreover, it 
appeared that in that case the tenant had painted the inside of the 
house ‘‘ two or three years before the trial” (see p. 335); and the 
question left to the jury was “ whether or not the lessees have, in 
the present instance, done what was reasonably to be expected of 
them, looking to the age of the premises on the one hand, and to 
the words of the covenant which they have chosen to enter into on 
the other.” The summing up in this case has always been 
accepted as defining the general nature of the obligations of the 
tenant under the ordinary covenant to repair—that is, to keep in 
sufficient or substantial or tenantable repsir; but although the 
observations of the learned judge apparently extend to all such 
covenants to repair, it must be supposed that his summing up 
related to the particular covenant before him; and the fact seems 
to have been overlooked that that covenant contained an express 
exception of ‘reasonable use and wear.’’ These words had not 
probably, at the time of the decision of Gutteridge v. Munyard, 
fifty years ago, attained the importance which has since been given 
them by the practice of surveyors in estimating dilapidations, but 
we question whether so much importance would have been given 
to Chief Justice Tindal’s summing up if text-book writers and 
judges had observed this fact. 

The later cases bearing on the obligation as regards painting of a 
tenant under a general covenant to repair were far from satisfactory. 
In Monk v. Noyes (1 C. & P. 265) it seems to have been laid down by 
Chief Justice Abbot that under a covenant to “ substantially repair, 
uphold, and maintain” a house, the tenant was bound to “ keep up 
the painting of inner doors, inside shutters,” &c. Scales v. Law- 
rence (2 F. & F. 289) has very little bearing on the matter, the 
covenant in that case being expressly ‘‘ as often as necessary well 
and sufficiently to repair, uphold, sustain, paint, clean e, &c. ; 
and keep and leave the premises in such repair, reasonable wear 
and tear excepted’’; and it was held that the tenant, having painted 
inside within seven years, and having repaired actual dilapida- 
tions, was only bound to clean the old paint, and not to re-paint. 
Mr. Justice Willes, however, remarked that ‘‘ papering,” not being 
expressly mentioned in the covenant, was not comprised within its 
terms, as tt was mere matter of ornament. ‘No tenant,” he said, 
‘is bound to leave for his landlord a mew house, but the house 
which he took, in a state of fit repair as such house. And if he 
has painted the outside in three years, and the inside within seven 
years, he is not bound to do it again when leaving, unless so far as 
is required by actual dilapidations or destruction of the paint.” 

All the cases above noticed, it will be observed, were mere JVisi 
Prius decisions. When, therefore, the matter came before the 


Court of Appeal in Crawford y. Newton, it was natural to expect 
that the case would be at once seized upon by the law reporters. 
We believe, however, that the report which appeared in last week’s 
issue of the Wrerxty Reporter (36 W. R. 54) is the only one to be 
found in any of the current series of law reports. There are, no 


judgment of the Court of Appeal is characterized by that intellectual 
cowardice which we have had occasion to observe upon on certain 
occasions in another division of the court. Since the death of the 
late Master of the Rolls and of Lord Justice James, Court of Appeal 
No. 2 has too frequently seemed to shrink from the enunciation of 
principles, sheltering itself behind the cloud of ‘the facts of this 
particular case” ; and from Crawford v. Newton it would appear 
that even Lord Esher has given way to the same besetting sin. 
“Tt is not necessary,” he is reported to have said, ‘to say what is 
the meaning of the words ‘tenantable repair.’’” He admitted that 
“‘if we could determine the meaning of the agreement [7.c., of 
those words], it would be very desirable ; but, upon the argument, 
it is not necessary to do so. It seems to me to be sufficient for the 
purposes of this case to say that we cannot disagree with the 
finding of the learned judge, that the defendant is not bound to do 
this decorative painting and papering, which are only required for 
the purposes of mere ornamentation.” Surely this is a very 
unusual exhibition of feebleness in this ordinarily strong judge. 
Here was an opportunity for settling questions of almost daily 
occurrence, and so preventing an enormous amount of controversy 
and litigation. All the materials for a decision were before the 
Court of Appeal in the findings of the learned judge at the trial ; 
yet the court not merely passed the general question by, but 
expressly guarded themselves against dealing with the meaning of 
the words ‘ tenantable repair.” 
Independently of this, the judgment delivered by Lord Esher 
is (as we shall presently shew) so exceedingly odd that we 
can quite understand the merciful discretion shewn in sup- 
pressing it. Yet there is much of value to be gathered 
from Mr. Justice Cave’s decision, which was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal. The sole question was as to the liability to 
paint and repair of a tenant who had occupied a house for seven- 
teen years upon the terms of an agreement for a lease for a term of 
five years, containing a provision that the lessee should ‘‘ keep the 
inside of the premises in tenantable repair, and so deliver up the 
same at the end of the term.” Mr. Justice Cave, before whom the 
action was tried without a jury, held (1) that after the five years 
specified in the agreement, the tenant held from year to year upon 
the terms of the agreement, and “‘ consequently that the liability 
bx to keep the house in tenantable repair did continue ” ; 
(2) that in an agreement for a lease for five years only, the agree- 
ment to keep the house in tenantable repair, and deliver it up in 
such repair at the end of the five years, did not render the tenant 
liable for anything in the nature of decorative repair; (3) that 
papering is always decorative repair, hence the tenant under such 
an agreement cannot be required to do any papering; (4) that 
painting is not solely for decoration, but also for the protection of 
the woodwork from decay, and that, so far as painting is re- 
quired for the latter purpose, the tenant under such an agree- 
ment is bound to paint, but he is not bound to do any purely 
decorative painting. ‘‘ Painting,” the learned judge said (in 
his marvellous judicial English), ‘is partly for decoration, but 
it is also for the protection of the woodwork. If the tenant does 
not paint as an ordinary tenant would do, and under those circum- 
stances the woodwork becomes destroyed, or the painting which 
was on was left in such a condition as to require more than ordinary 
repair and expense in renewing it, that seems to me to be a defect, 
and is a want of tenantable repair.” And (6) the tenant under such 
an agreement is liable for anything in the nature of waste— 
apparently whether permissive or voluntary. The learned judge is 
reported to have said that ‘‘ If the woodwork is perished, the wood- 
work ought to be repaired by taking the old pieces out and putting 
in new pieces and things of that kind. So, again, if it has been so 
treated as to cause extra expense in painting again, as I have said, 
that is another thing for which the tenant is liable. So, again, if 
he has allowed the plaster on the walls to come off, or the boards to 
decay, or to get broken, or the mantelpieces to get broken, all 
those are breaches of the agreement to keep in tenantable repair.” 
Now it is these rulings of Mr. Justice Cave that the Court of 
Appeal “cannot disagree with,” or, in other words, affirm. But 
it will be observed that in these rulings Mr. Justice Cave expressly 
decides the meaning of the word, ‘‘tenantable repair’ when con- 
tained in a lease for five years, while the Court of Appeal, while 
confirming the rulings, expressly decline to say what is the mean- 
ing of those words at all. We cannot pretend to unravel the 





doubt, reasons for this ignoring of the decision ; the fact is that the 


mystery of this reservation, but we may venture to suggest for con- 
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sideration the question whether it is at all reasonable that an 
agreement to keep and leave premises in tenantable repair should 
mean one thing in a lease for five years and another thing in a lease 
for seven years? Mr. Justice Cave seems to think that it may, for 
he lays a good deal of stress on the fact that the term originally 
agreed on was only for five years, whereas, as he remarks, “ ordi- 
narily speaking, paper lasts for seven years and painting too.” But 
this assumes that the paper and paint were fresh when the term 
commenced, of which we find no proof in the report. And 
we find it difficult to reconcile the notion that a lessee 
for seven years, who has agreed to keep and leave a house in 
tenantable repair, is bound to paper or to do decorative painting, 
with other parts of Mr. Justice Cave’s judgment. He says, for 
instance, that ‘‘ Where he [the tenant] takes a house for a term of 
years, and there is nothing to do but to keep the inside in tenant- 
able repair, and he remains there so long that the paper, in the 
natural course of things, becomes useless for a future tenant, he is 
not bound to put on a new paper, although he may do it if he likes 
to please himself. Jt is not one of those things necessary to keep the 
house in repair. The house is just as much in repair whether it 
has paper on the walls or whether it has not.’”’ We venture to say 
that no reason can be found why an agreement to keep a house in 
tenantable repair should be differently construed in a lease for five 
years and in a lease for seven years or over ; but the actual decision 
of the Court of Appeal appears to be that, in a lease for five years, 
at all events, it does not bind the tenant to do any papering or any 
decorative painting. That is, at any rate, an important step 
towards the settlement of the general question. 











THE MERCHANDISE MARKS ACT, 1887. 
IV. 

It seems that the Legislature intentionally disregarded the dis- 
tinction between manufacturers and dealers in its desire to enable 
every purchaser to know exactly what he or she was buying; but 
it may well be a question whether it has not gone too far in so 
doing. Although the distinction is disregarded, it is still a very 
broad one. Selection marks, or merchants’ marks, affixed in order 
to indicate, not any particular manufacturer, but that they have 
passed through the hands of, and have been approved and are 
guaranteed by, a mercantile house which does no manufacturing 
whatever, are of the commonest occurrence, and it is difficult to 
see why there should be any objection. When a firm has acquired 
a reputation for excellence of manufacture, there may be a good 
deal to be said in favour of not allowing even that firm to sell 
goods not of its manufacture under its name or trade-mark, 
though even here it is very possible to exaggerate the effect 
of so doing. As a matter of fact, persons who buy by the 
name of the manufacturer do so because they believe in 
his guarantee of quality. So long as they have that, and the 
manufacturer of reputation has made himself responsible for the 
quality, hardly one purchaser in a hundred would care whether 
he manufactured the article himself or not. The manufacturer 
does not usually manufacture with his own hands, his workmen 
are constantly changing, and if his name or trade-mark is to be 
taken to mean that all goods sold under it are made by the same 
man or set or men, then almost all use of a name or trade-mark is 
deceptive. But this is not what they mean; they mean that his 
guarantee is given for the quality, and what real difference can it 
make whether the article is made for him by workmen employed 
by him in England or by workmen employed by him, say, in 
France, so long as he approves of the work and is willing to send 
it out under his guarantee? Then, if this is so in the case of the 
manufacturer, how much stronger is the case of the dealer who 
does not manufacture. He makes no representation that his goods 
are of his manufacture, and no one supposes that his goods are of 
his manufacture. He stamps his goods with a sign that they have 
passed through his hands, and no one imagines that the sign means 
anything more than that. What does it matter whether he affixes 
this sign in England or abroad? It may well be doubted whether, 
in this respect, a very real grievance and difficulty has not been 
created for British traders without any beneficial result as regards 
the public. 

It will be remembered that the protection of the Act is extended 

















to trade-marks protected by law in any British possession or foreign 
State to which section 103 of the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, has 
been made applicable by Order in Council. Forgery of such 
marks is, therefore, an offence against the Act, and goods bearing 
spurious imitations of such marks are, therefore, liable to for- 
feiture. Consequently it is the duty of the Customs authorities 
to enforce the prohibition against them. How they are going to 
do so effectively does not appear. Probably regulations will be 
framed requiring the genuineness of all marks to be declared, but 
whether there can be any check upon such declarations is another 
matter. However, this is undoubtedly a matter in which all 
countries should make an effort to assist one another. Again, how 
are the Custom House officers to test the accuracy of trade descrip- 
tions? Are they to measure the yards of thread on a reel of 
cotton or count the cigars in every box ? 

The section further provides for regulations for its enforcement 
being made by the Commissioners of Customs, though in that 
respect, as well as generally in the administration of the section, 
they are to act under the control of the Treasury. The section is 
to replace section 2 of the Revenue Act, 1883, and is to be in- 
corporated with the Customs Consolidation Act, 1876. The section 
of the Revenue Act is not, however, repealed immediately by the 
Act, but is repealed from a date to be fixed by the new regulations, 
not being later than the Ist of January, 1888. In the meantime 
the old and new enactments will exist side by side, and the 
Customs authorities will have to work them as best they may 
with the assistance of the Treasury. 

The implied warranty created by section 17 ought to be of con- 
siderable importance, though not much use seems to have been 
made of the corresponding sections (19 and 20) of the Act of 1862. 
Now everyone who sells or contracts to sell goods with a registered 
or unregistered mark or a trade description applied, is to be 
deemed to warrant the correctness of the mark or description, 
unless the contrary is expressed in some writing, signed by or on 
behalf of the vendor, and delivered at the time of the sale or con- 
tract to, and accepted by the vendor. If we may judge from what 
happened with regard to the Act of 1862, this provision will 
gradually sink into oblivion; but at present it seems to be making 
some stir in the trading community. One expedient to which 
traders seem to be resorting appears to be perfectly useless to 
relieve them from their liabilities under the Act—viz., the putting 
up in the shop, or circulating, notices declining to guarantee marks 
or descriptions. The express language of the Act is that there is 
to be a guarantee unless a particular thing is done, and to do 
something else can only be futile. Probably the most practical 
way of getting over the difficulty would be to print a general 
refusal to guarantee on invoices or on separate fly-sheets, and to see 
that every customer received one at the time of purchase. 
Signature would be necessary, but the authorities go to shew that 
this may be in print or affixed by a stamp. 

It is too soon yet to predict what may be the results of the Act. 
It is stringent, but stringency is necessary if the kind of mis- 
representations at which it is aimed are to be put done. On the 
other hand, it creates a variety of new offences which have not 
been offences before, and renders it very difficult for traders to 
know what they may or may not do to carry on their business 
with safety. Ifthe Act is put into operation with judgment and 
discrimination, the beneficial effect may be very considerable ; but 
if it is used by trade rivals for the gratification of private grudges 
the result may be very unsatisfactory. The most hopeful results 
might be expected from a rational co-operation of chambers of 
commerce and trade associations to put down what the general 
sense of the community condemns, while leaving harmless devia- 
tions alone. Unless some combined and general action of this kind 
is taken one of two things will happen: either the Act will by 
degrees become a dead letter, or it will be put into operation fit- 
fully and for private motives, without any good result for the 
public. 





The Albany Law Journal says that in Olmsted v. Rich, tried at the Dela- 
ware Circuit, on the 26th of September, 1887, before Justice Boardman 
and a jury, the complaint was by the occupant of a village lot against his 
next-door neighbour for a nuisance in the keeping of bees, which came upon 
the plaintiff's premises to his annoyance. ‘The jury found the matter a 
nuisance, and awarded six cents damages, and the court granted a permanent 
injunction commanding the removal of the bees and against the further 
keeping of them} 
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REVIEWS. 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE. 


Tne ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1887-8; BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME 
CouRT, AND ON APPEAL TO THE HovsE oF Lorps. WiTH NoTEs, 
Forms, &c. By Tuomas Snow, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and 
HvusERT WINSTANLEY, Barrister-at-Law, a Registrar of the 
Lancashire Chancery Court, assisted by Francis A. STRINGER, 
of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. W. Maxwell & 
Son; H. Sweet & Sons. 


It is rather marvellous to the practitioner that each annual issue 
of this well-known work should, in spite of the addition of a year’s 
practice decisions (averaging, we suppose, between 200 and 300) and 
of a year’s Parliamentary and judicial legislation, always preserve 
very much the same general appearance as regards size. It is only 
when we come to look at the number of pages that we find out the 
gradual increase in size. There is this year, in spite of judicious 
omissions of matter not directly bearing on the subject, an addition 
of seventy-seven pages to the last year’s volume, the bulk of which 
was itself increased from the previous year. We suppose we need 
hardly warn the editors against unwieldiness; it is essential that the 
book should be easily carried about, and we are disposed to think 
that the full limit of size has been reached. It is difficult to see 
what matter can be thrown overboard, but we may perhaps suggest 
that the appendices to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, and to 
the Supreme Court Funds Rules should be issued in a separate 
volume. If these forms could be supplemented with a number of 
origina] forms they would constitute a useful collection, which 
would remain at chambers or at the office, while the rest of the 
book, greatly lightened, would be taken into court. 

The new features of the present issue are, first, an additional part 
(Part VII.), headed ‘‘ Miscellaneous,” into which the Central Office 
Practice Masters’ Rules have been thrown, and to which has been 
added a table of official requirements or signing judgments in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, an interest table, a useful table of titles of 
petitions and summonses under various Acts of Parliament, and the 
chancery registrar’s table of times limited for appearance in case of 
service out of the jurisdiction ; secondly, the Manchester and Liver- 
pool District Registrars’ Rules; thirdly, practical notes and direc- 
tions as to procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division ; and, fourthly, a 
revision and enlargement of the index—no doubt a most important 
part of the book. This now occupies over 180 pages, and certainly 
seems to be full enough for all practical purposes. The only criticisms 
we have to offer with regard to it are that the heavy type 
should be employed in every case to mark the first sub-headings ; we 
do not understand the principle on which it is used at present. We 
think also that it would be a considerable improvement if the table 
of statutes followed the table of cases, instead of being relegated to 
the index. 

We have found no diminution in the present issue of the care with 
which the cases are collected and stated, upon which we have often 
had occasion to remark with regard to prior issues. It is surprising 
to see how completely the year’s practice decisions are ‘‘ spotted,” and 
still more to observe the neatness with which the gist of a case is 
given in two or three lines. The preface is dated ‘‘ October, 1887,” 
but we find decisions of the Vacation Judge which were only re- 
ported on the 8th and 15th of October last duly noticed under the 
proper rule. By means of the colouring of the edges of the leaves, 
the portion of the work containing the Rules of Court is indicated. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
EVANS », THE RHYMNEY LOCAL BOARD OF HEALTH. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Inasmuch as this case, which was decided in favour of the 
plaintiff by Mr. Justice Denman on the 16th inst., raises points of 
general interest to the public, we think it may not be out of place if 
we offer your readers some observations uron it. 

The facts were these :—The plaintiff's late husband met with his 
death by falling on a dark night over the side of an unprotected 
bridge or culvert erected by the defendants over a brook as an 
approach from the highway to a new cemetery they had constructed 
under their general powers as the local sanitary authority. The 
deceased resided in a house on the cemetery side of the brook and 
was on his way home. Before the erection of the culvert the brook 
was spanned by a wooden bridge, which had protecting railings on 
either side, with arms beyond the limits of the bridge so as to prevent 
too near an approach to the sides of the brook. The sides of the 
brook are not now, and never have been, protected. The highway 








leading to the old wooden bridge on the opposite side of the brook 
from the cemetery ran between the unprotected side of the brook and 
a raised railway embankment, by hugging which there was — 
even on the darkest night. Connected with the railway fence (whic 
runs along at the bottom of the railway embankment) and at right 
angles to it, and barring further progress along the highway, ran a 
cross fence, also connected with the railing of the wooden bridge. 
Having crossed the wooden bridge, there was a pathway on the 
cemetery side of the brook leading to the deceased’s house which 
could be followed in safety by keeping away from the side of the 
brook. Such was the state of things until the interference therewith 
by the defendants. 

In the course of constructing the culvert, the defendants covered 
over with earth the pathway on the cemetery side of the brook to a 
height of 7ft., and destroyed that pathway and prevented that means 
of access to the deceased’s house. For some time after the erection 
of the culvert the wooden bridge remained standing, until it was 
removed by someone or other. It was suggested by the plaintiff that 
the defendants removed it, but there was no evidence to that effect. 
The deceased was, on the night referred to, found by the plaintiff 
on the stonework constructed by the defendants in the brook (which 
was practically dry at the time), close to the mouth of the culvert 
under the unprotected embankment, down which he had slipped. On 
the following day the deceased's daughter visited the spot where he 
was found, and there saw a pool of blood on the stones, and also saw 
the marks of feet down the side of the steep embankment where the 
deceased had slipped down and fallen over the culvert. 

The action was brought by the plaintiff, as the widow and 
administratrix of the deceased, under Lord Campbell’s Act, 
for damages on behalf of herself and her children. The 
defendants pleaded :—(1) Not guilty; (2) that the bridge was 
not constructed in an improper or insecure manner; (3) nor was 
deceased killed by reason thereof; (4) deceased was not lawfully on 
the bridge ; (5) the bridge was not a highway, and no duty existed 
on the part of defendants to the deceased, who was a trespasser; (6) 
the deceased might with ordinary care have avoided the accident. 
The case was tried at the last Winter Assizes at Cardiff, before Mr. 
Justice Stephen and a jury, and the learned judge, at the close of the 
plaintiff's case, without hearing the defendants’ case, directed the jury 
to find for the defendants. We moved the Divisional Court for a 
new trial on the ground of misdirection, and obtained an order. The 
new trial was heard at the last Summer Assizes at Swansea, before 
Mr. Justice Denman and a jury, and, at the suggestion of the learned 
judge, the defendants’ counsel, at the close of the plaintiff's case, con- 
sented to judgment being given for the plaintiff, subject to further 
consideration on the points of law. 

Shortly the plaintiff's claim was put thus: This was a highway of 
necessity, and the defendant invited us to use it. Under these cir- 
cumstance:, é 

1, Was there a duty upon the defendants—who, whether pos- 
sessing the right or not (and if rot possessing the right 
then the case is stronger against them), destroyed and thus 
diverted an old highway —to make the new highway 
reasonably easy to be followed and safe (Hirst v. Taylor, 
34 W. R. 582, 14 Q. B. D. 918) ? 

(a.) Was this a place where a reasonably careful person 
might go astray on a dark night ? : 
(b.) Did the defendants use reasonable care and precaution 

in protecting the public at this point ? 

2. Was there a duty upon the defendants, as the owners of a 
public way of necessity (substituted for an old highway 
which they destroyed), not to place it in close proximity to 
two precipices, and were they not liable upon the principle 
(for which Barnes v. Ward, 9 C. B, 392,19 L. J. C. P. 195, 
is an authority) that if, after a highway has been estab- 
lished, anything be newly made so near to it as to be 
dangerous to those using the highway, this will be unlaw- 
ful and a nuisance? Barnes v. Ward was used in this sense— 
namely, the defendants, in lieu of an old highway which they 
destroyed, created a new highway (a highway of necessity) ; 
they caused to spring up an entirely new state of things, the 
effect of which might be fairly described as bringing a 
precipice (the fall to the bed of the brook being eighteen feet, 
at a very sharp declivity) to both sides of the newly-created 
highway. We failed to see the difference between this newly- 
created state of things and making a highway on the level and 
then cutting down to a depth of eighteen feet on either side, 
and leaving those sides unprotected. 

The defendants retorted, there is no duty upon us to fence ( Wilson v. 
Halifax (Mayor), 16 W. R. 707, L. R. 3 Ex. 114). As we have said, Mr. 
Justice Denman decided for the plaintiff. It was so easy to confuse 
the issues, and so hard to beat out the true priogiples and reject the 
false issues, that, having spent a great deal of time and care over the 
case, we venture to trespass on your space in the hope that you may 
deem the principles of law involved worthy of some of your specia 
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articles. We think the profession generally, and local authorities in 
particular, and their advisers, would esteem it a favour. 
Gwitym & CHARLES JAMEs, 
Merthyr Tydvil, Nov. 17. Plaintiff's Solicitors. 


[We hope to discuss the question hereafter.—Eb. S. J.] 


SOLICITORS’ CERTIFICATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I was very pleased to see Mr. Haymen’s letter in your last 
issue. There can be doubt as to the injustice of this tax, but I fear 
there is little hope of any assistance from the Incorporated Law 
Society, at least until eonsiderable pressure has been brought to bear 
upon them. I wculd therefore suggest that a meeting of solicitors 
be held to call the attention of the profession to the matter ; that a 
petition be then prepared for presentation to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer ; and that a copy of this petition (including the sig- 
natures) be sent to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
with an invitation that they should take the matter up. If they 
decline, the petition could be presented without their intervention. 

London, Nov. 23. M. 


ENTERING CHANCERY JUDGMENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Will you kindly allow me a little space to explain one of the 
reasons why legal proceedings of the present day so frequently cover 
an unnecessarily lengthy period ? 

I think most members of the profession will bear me out when I 
say that the length of time taken in entering chancery judgments 
and orders is entirely in the hands of the entering clerks. 

Unless demand for expedition is made with much blustering, the 
judgment or order (though it may be but twenty minutes’ work) 
will not be ready before a week or so. 

If the clerks are shorthanded their number should at once be in- 
creased ; but one cannot think that this can be the case when it is 
known that office work does not at all times engross their attention, 
and that the time for arrival is sometimes as late as eleven o’clock in 
the morning. 

It is high time that these scandals were stopped, and due con- 
sideration given to the requirements of the public. L. lL, 

Nov. 21. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
REG. +. POULTER AND OTHERS.—No. 1, 17th November. 


ComprnsaTION—Raritway Cuiavses Act, ss. 6, 16—Damace To ARISE FROM 
Future Insvries. 

This was an appeal from a divisional court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and 
Denman, J.), discharging a rule nisi to bring up and quash an inquisition. 
Messrs. Poulter, colour printers, held certain premises at Whitechapel 
under a lease for seventeen years from November 11, 1883, terminable by 
them at the end of three years by a six months’ notice. Early in 1885 
the London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway, having acquired the land 
adjoining these premises, began to erect buildings upon them which, if 
and when completed, would seriously affect Messrs. Poulter’s light and air, 
and would render their premises useless for the purpose for which they 
werethen used. They accordingly gave notice, on May 6, to terminate their 
tenancy, which consequently came to an end on November 11, 1886. 
They then claimed against the company for the injurious affection of their 

remises, and an enquiry before an under-sheriff having been held, the 
jury found that if they were entitled to claim compensation on the basis 
of a lease of which fourteen years had yet torun, the compensation should 
be £3,000, but if on the basis of a lease terminating on November 11, 
1886, the compensation should be £450. The Divisional Court held that 
they could recover the larger sum. 

Tue Oovrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed this 
decision, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs for £450 only. Lord Esuer, 
M.R., said that there was no evidence to shew that on the 6th of May, 
when Messrs. Poulter gave notice to terminate their tenancy, any damage 
had been sustained by them. But, assuming that some injury had then 
been done to their rights, it was not the natural and necessary consequence 
of that injury that Messrs. Poulter should give notice. They exercised 
the option which they had, and terminated their lease. Therefore they 
were only entitled to recover on the footing of their lease ending in 
November, 1886, and not on the footing of it having fourteen years to run. 
The Railway Clauses Act gave compensation for present or future damage 
arising from an existing injury, but not for future injuries, however 
reasonable might be the anticipation of their occurrence. Bowgn and 
Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsz1, Moulton, Q.C., and G. M. Freeman ; The 
Attorney-General, R. S. Wright, and Charles Haigh. Soutcrrors, F. C. 

Matthews § Browne ; W. W. Young. 





Re REVEREND JAMES BELL COX—No. 1, 17th, 18th, 19th, and 21st 
November. 


EccresiasticaL Law—Hangas Corpus—Ricut to AprpraAL—JUDICATURE 
Act, 1873, s. 19—Wnruir pe Contrumace Carrenpo—53 Geo. III., c. 
127—5 Exiz. c. 23. 

This was an appeal by the promoter of the suit from the decision of a 
divisional court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and A. L. Smith, J.), reported 19 
Q. B. D. 307, making absolute a rule for a habeas corpus, and discharging 
Mr. Bell Cox from custody. In April, i885, a suit, under the Church 
Discipline Act, 1840 (3 & 4 Vict. c. 86), was instituted against Mr. Cox 
for offences against ritual. On August 19, 1885, a monition was issued to 
him directing him to refrain from the practices complained of. This he 
disobeyed, and, consequently, on June 13, 1885, he was suspended ab 
officio for a period of six months. Notwithstanding the suspension he con- 
tinued to officiate in his church, and thereupon, on August 5, his dis- 
obedience was signified to her Majesty in Chancery with a view to his 
committal. Mr. Cox then applied to the court for a prohibition, but his 
application was ultimately dismissed by the Court of Appeal on April 28, 
1887. On May 2 a writ de contumace capiendo issued, under which Mr. Cox 
was arrested and imprisoned on May 4. The Divisional Court granted 
the writ of habeas corpus, and discharged Mr. Cox, on the ground that at the 
date of the arrest the sentence of suspension had expired, and that, there- 
fore, the writ de contumace capiendo could not issue. A _ preliminary 
objection to this appeal was taken on the ground that no appeal would 
lie against a prisoner on a writ of Aabeas corpus. 


Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision of the court below. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that since, before 
the passing of the Judicature Acts, a prisoner could go in turn to the three 
common law courts, and afterwards tothe Vice-Chancellors to ask for a 
habeas corpus, that practically amounted to appeals by him to courts of 
co-ordinate jurisdiction. Therefore, when the Judicature Acts amalga- 
mated those courts and rendered it impossible for a_ prisoner 
any longer to go from the one to the other, what could 
be more probable than that a right of appeal to the Court of 
Appeal should be given to him. Section 19 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, was distinct, and it was admitted that appeals by the prisoner had 
been entertained under that section. Therefore it was clear that appeals 
against the prisoner could also be heard. As to the main point, the whole 
question turned on the construction to be placed on the Act 53 Geo. III., 
c. 127. The Divisional Court had construed that Act as though its object 
were the enforcement of future obedience, and not the punishment of past 
acts of disobedience. No doubt in a sense that was the object of all 
punishment, but there was nothing in the wording of the Act to force the 
court to put a strained construction upon it. The Act was passed to get 
rid of the old ecclesiastical penalty of excommunication, and to substitute 
the writ de contumace capiendo for the old common law writ de excommunicato 
capiendo. It had been urged for Mr. Cox that the only provisions for 
release were contained in the Act, and that none of the old provisions 
relating to the old writ still existed. The provisions for release in the 
Act in cases of disobedience required obedience, and it was rightly said 
that obedience was no longer possible since the period for which it was re- 
quired had expired on December 13, 1886. Therefore it was said that 
there was no means by which Mr. Cox could be released. But the Act of 
Geo. III. applied to the writ de contumace capiendo the powers given in the 
case of the old writ by the Act 5 Eliz. c. 23, by section 10 of which 
authority was reserved to all persons having authority to certify any 
person excommunicated like authority to accept and receive the sub- 
mission and satisfaction of such excommunicated person and to absolve 
and release him. Therefore, the old method for release was still existent, 
and that this wasso was clearly shewn by the judgment of Dr. Lushington 
in Baker v. Thorogood (2 Curt. Eccl. Rep. 632), which was of great authority. 
The natural and ordinary construction must consequently be put upon the 
Act of Geo. ITI., the result of which would be that the rule for a habeas corpus 
must be discharged. What the result of their decision might be to Mr. 
Cox it was not for the court to say. Bowen, L.J., said that, although 
there was a vein of thought running through all the ecclesiastical 
decisions to the effect that the power of imprisonment under this Act was 
intended more as a means for enforcing obedience than of punishing 
disobedience, it was a very different thing to claim to take that view as a 
right in a common law court on applying for a habeas corpus. It was clear 
that there was a means by which persons imprisoned under a writ de 
contumace capiendo could obtain their release after the period for obedience 
had elapsed, and therefore the natural construction must be put upon the 
Act of Geo. III. As to the right to appeal, he thought it would work no 
hardship to allowit since appeals by a prisoner for a habeas corpus were 
far more common than appeals against him. Fry, L.J., concurred, and 
said that the very form of the writ de contumace capiendo confirmed the 
view taken by the court, since the sheriff was by it directed to attach the 
delinquent ‘‘ until he shall have made satisfaction for his contempt.’”’— 
CounseL, Jeune and Danckwerts ; Sir Walter Phillimore, Q.C., and Beaufort. 
Souicirors, Girdleston ; Brooks, Jenkins, § Co. 


Re THE HOLLY MOUNT ESTATE LAND SOCIETY—No. 2, 17th 
November. 


Company—WIxDING Up—UNREGISTERED Lanp Socrery. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of Kay, J., to make a winding-up 
order. The society was an unregistered society, consisting originally of 
more than twenty members. It was formed for the purpose of purchasing 
a particular estate, the subdivision of that estate into allotments for 
building purposes, and the division of the allotments among the mem- 
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bers. The allotments were to be offered by auction to the members; 
who were to pay for them by morthly contributions. The rules em- 

owered the trustees of the society (in whom the estate was vested) to 
Sorrow money at interest on mortgage of the estate, and it was provided 
that the members, in proportion to the prices of their allotments, should 
indemnify the trustees against all liabilities which might be undertaken 
by them in accordance with the rules. The trustees mortgaged the 
whole of the estate, personally covenanting to pay the mortgage debt. 
The society after a few years became unable, in consequence of the deaths 
and bankruptcy of some of the members, to keep up the interest on the 
mortgage, and ultimately the mortgagee sold the estate under his power 
of sale, but it did not produce sufficient to pay the mortgage debt in full. 
The mortgagee demanded payment of the unpaid balance from the con- 
tinuing trustee. The remaining members of the society, who were ten 
in number, refused to indemnify the trustee. The winding up petition 
was presented by the trustee and the mortgagee. Kay, J., dismissed the 
petition, on the grounds that neither the trustee nor the mortgagee was a 
creditor of the society, and that, even if the trustee had paid off the 
mortgagee, his proper remedy would be by means of an action for in- 
demnity against the individual members. 


Tue Oovrt (Corron, L.J., Sir Jamzs Hannen, and Lorss, L.J.) affirmed 
the decision on the same grounds.—CovunseEL, Buckley, Q.C,, and W. 
Baker. Soxtcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray. 


SOPER +. ARNOLD—No. 2, 18th November. 


Venpor AND PurcHasern—AccepTance or TirLE—FAILurE OF PURCHASER 
To CompLteTE—ReEscission py VENDOR—ReE-sALE—OpnsEcTION TO TITLE 
or Sreconp PurcHASER DECIDED TO BE VALID—AcTION BY First Pur 
CHASER FOR RETURN OF Deposit. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (35 Ch. D. 384, 31 
Soxrcrrors’ Journal, 331, 35 W. R. 451). The action was by a purchaser 
of land against the vendor to recover his deposit. The price to be paid 
was £6,100, and the plaintiff paid a deposit of £610. The balance was to 
be paid on the Ist of February, 1883. The contract contained a condition 
that, if the purchaser should fail to comply with the conditions of sale, his 
deposit should be forfeited to the vendor, who should be at liberty to re- 
sell the property. The a accepted the vendor’s title, and a draft 
conveyance was prepared and approved on behalf of the vendor. The pur- 
chaser, however, was unable to pay the balance of the purchase-money, 
and the vendor, in March, 1883, rescinded the contract, and retained the 
deposit as forfeited. In June, 1885, the vendor re-sold the property. 
The second purchaser took an objection to the title, and on the 28th of 
January, 1886, Chitty, J., held that the vendor could not make a good 
title. The first purchaser, on hearing of this decision, brought this action 
against the vendor for a return of his deposit. Kekewich, J., dismissed 
the action, mainly on the ground that, as was said by Bowen, LJ., in 
Howe v. Smith (32 W. R. 802, 27 Ch. D. 89), ‘‘ The purchaser cannot insist 
on abandoning his contract and yet recover the deposit, because that 
would be to enable him to take advantage of his own wrong.’’ On behalf of 
the appellant reliance was placed on Binghamv. Bingham (1 Ves. sen. 126) 
and Hart v. Swaine (7 Ch. D. 42). 


Tue Court (Corton, L.J., Sir Jamzs Hannen, and Lorgs, L.J.), affirmed 
the decision. Corton, L.J., said that the question was not the same question 
as that which would arise if the contract had been still in feri. The pur- 
chaser had repudiated the contract. If he had then known what he dis- 
covered afterwards, of course he would have acted differently. He would 
have refused to complete, and would have resisted specific performance, 
and would have recovered his deposit. But he could not be allowed to 
take advantage of his cwn default after accepting thetitle. Want v. Stalli- 
brass (21 W. R: 685, 8 Ex. 175) was distinguishable on the ground 
that there the purchaser was not in any default within the meaning of the 
conditions. It was argued that if the purchase had been completed and 
afterwards it had been discovered that the title was bad, the purchaser 
ought to have had his money back, and in that case the maxim Jgnorantia 
Juris neminem excusat did not apply. Even if in such a cuse an estate could 
be thrown back on the vendor’s hands and the purchase-money recovered, 
what would be the use of covenants for title? It was said that Hart v. 
Swaine supported the contention. But there Fry, L.J., found that there 
had been misrepresentation equivalent to legal fraud on the vendor’s part, 
and that the appropriate remedy was to put the parties back into their 
former positions. Whether that decision was right or wrong it did not 
lay down a general — of law that after conveyance a vendor could, 
in the absence of deceit, be made to give back his purchase-money and 
take back his estate on the discovery that the title was bad. In Brownlie 
v. Campbell (5 App. Cas. 937) Lord Selborne said, ‘* When the convey- 
ance takes place it is not, as far as I know, in either [England or Scotland] 
the principle of equity that relief should afterwards be given against that 
conveyance, unless there be a case of fraud, or a case of misrepresentation 
amounting to fraud, by which the purchaser may have been deceived.” 
Sir James Hannen said that there had been no mizrepresentation and no 
concealment of fact. The facts disclosed had satisfied the plaintiff and he 
had approved the title; there was no common mistake of fact going to the 
root of the contract, but there was a mistake of opinion as to the validity of 
the title. The plaintiff's inability to pay was the cause of the repudiation 
of the contract, and it would be inequitable that the defendant should be 
called upon to pay back the deposit because someone else had discovered, 
years after the contract bad been repudiated, that the opinion upon which 
the plaintiff had acted with regard to the title was wrong. Lops, L.J., 
concurred. —CounseL, J. M. Rigg ; Barber, Q.C., Vernon R. Smith, and R. 
Kemp. Soxicrrors, Granville Smith ; Lovell, Son, § Pitfeld, 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re HANSON’S TRADE-MARK—Kay, J., 18th November. 


TRADE-MARK—REGISTRATION—OLD Marxk—Cotovur—Fancy Worp NOT IN 
Common Useg- Distinctive Device—Partents, Desicns, AND TRADE- 
Marks Act, 1883, s. 64, sun-secTion 1 (c) ; 8. 67. 


This was a motion for an order directing the Comptroller-General to 
proceed with the registration of two trade-marks in class 42, which had 
already been registered as old marks under the Act of 1875 in respect of 
French coffee. The trade-marks consisted of an oblong label divided 
into three equal and parallel stripes coloured red, white, and blue 
respectively within a figured border, the colours being shewn for purposes 
of registration by shading with dark lines, but with no dividing lines 
between the stripes, and, secondly, the words ‘‘red, white, and blue.’’ 
The applicants now desired to register these marks in respect of all goods 
comprised in class 42 (Trade-Marks Rules, 1883, schedule 3)—viz., ‘‘ sub- 
stances used as food or as ingredients in food.” 

Kay, J., said that the applicants were trying to register a mark which 
was an old mark with reference to one of the articles included in class 42, 
but a new murk with reference to all the other articles. It must be 
treated as a new mark, and it was nota distinctive device. Under the 
Act of 1883 a distinction depending on colour would not do. One might 
register a distinctive device and then use it in any colour he liked. If 
this mark were registered, the applicants might alter the colour to-morrow, 
they might even use it all in one colour. Therefore, it could not be 
registered as a new mark, nor could the words “ red, white, and blue,”’ 
for they were not fancy words. Motion dismissed, with costs.—CovunseL, 
Renshaw, Q.C., and J. Cutler ; Sir R. Webster,Q.C., A.G., and Ingle Joyce. 
Soxicrrors, Ranger § Burton ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


Re NATION, NATION v. HAMILTON—Kay, J., 12th November. 


Practice—Costs—TAaxation—Soiicttor AND COxrent—SnHortHanp Nores 
or Evipence—OCosts, CHarGes, AND EXPEnses. 


In this case the question was raised as to the right of trustees to be 
allowed, as part of their costs, charges, and expenses, the costs of a 
transcript of shorthand notes of the evidence at the trial. The action was 
brought by a beneficiary under a will against the trustees of the will, 
charging them with breaches of trust. It was heard before Bacon, V.C., 
and was dismissed, with costs, to be taxed as between solicitor and 
client, and to include any charges and expenses properly incurred by the 
defendants beyond their costs of the action. On the taxation the costs of 
the shorthand notes of the evidence were included in the defendants’ bill, 
but were disallowed by the taxing master. The plainiiff appealed from 
the decision of Bacon, V.C., and on the appeal his counsel used a 
transcript of the shorthand notes. The appeal was dismiesed without the 
defendants being called on, and their counsel thereupon asked that they 
might be allowed the costs of their shorthand notes of the evidence, but 
the court declined to give them against the appellant, Cotton, L.J., saying 
that ‘it may be that they are included in costs, charges, and expenses, 
but I give no opinion on that.” And the order was drawn up “‘ without 
prejudice to the right of the defendants to reimburse themselves out of 
£10,000 Consols standing in their names, subject to the trusts of the will, 
their extra costs of the appeal as such trustees, and as between solicitor 
and client, before parting with the said Consols.’”’ The plaintiff was 
entitled to this sum of Cousols absolutely. The taxing master allowed the 
trustees the costs of the shorthand notes of evidence as part of their extra 
costs, and the plaintiff now applied by summons that the certificate 
might be vatel by disallowing these costs. It was contended on his 
behalf (1) that the plaintiff could not be liable for these costs unless the 
defendants were themselves liable for them to their solicitor, which, on 
the authority of Re Blyth and Fanshawe (31 W. R. 283, 10 Q. B. D. 207), 
they would only be if their solicitor had pointed out to them, before such 
costs were incurred, that they might not be allowed on taxation as 
between party and party, and that defendants had not shewn that he had 
done so. This point, however, had not been stated in the plaintiff's 
objections to the taxation, and Kay, J., refused to allow it to be raised, cr 
to give time to adducefevidence thereon. (2) It was urged that the ques- 
tion had been concluded against the defendants on the first taxation, and 
that the defendants ought to have applied at the hearing to be allowed 
the costs—Harl De la Warr v. Miles (30 W. R. 35,19 Oh. D. 80)—which 
they had not done. : 

Kay, J., affirmed the taxing master’s decision. The plaintiff's first 
objection was ingenious and of some substance, but, not having been 
included in his written objections, it was not open to him now. ere- 
fore, on the materials before him, he must assume that the trustees were 
properly warned on the point by their solicitor, and that they were liable 
to him for these costs. As to the second objection, it was not correct to 
say that the first taxation was decisive against the trustees. All that was 
then decided was that these costs were not allowable as costs of the action 
up to that date, and it might well be that at the hearing they were un- 
necessary, the judge’s notes being sufficient. But on an eo it might 
be necessary to have shorthand notes of the evidence, and the best test of 
their necessity in this case was the fact that on the ——. they were 
actually used by the plaintiff. The summons was dismissed, with costs.— 
Counset, Butcher; Levett. Soxrcrrors, Montagu, Scott, ¢ Baker ; Geare, 
Son, $ Pease, for Tozer, Geare, § Mathew, Exeter. 


BENDILOW v. THE GUARDIANS OF WORTHING UNION— 
Stirling, J., 15th November. 
Nvisance—Smati-pox Hosprrat—Intenm Insuncrion. 
A rural sanitary authority bought a cottage and furnished and used it 
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as @ small-pox hospital. The cottage faced a high road on one side, the 
plaintiffs’ land, on which several dwelling-houses stood, on another side, 
and, on the other two sides, open fields. The plaintiffs’ houses were at 
distances varying from 230 feet to 260 feet from the hospital. This was a 
motion for an interim injunction to restrain the carrying on of the hospital 
so as to be a nuisance to the plaintiffs. The motion stood over from the 
5th of November in order to enable a medical referee on behalf of both 
parties to inspect the place and report. The report of the referee stated 
that the hospital was dangerous to persons dwelling in the plaintiffs’ 
houses and susceptible to small-pox, but that the danger was not great, 
and was one of possibility rather than probability. 

Streuina, J., said that great weight must be attached to that report. 
He was satisfied that there was sufficient danger to constitute the hospital 
a nuisance, and the injunction would be granted. The operation of it, 
however, would be suspended until the 19th of December, in order that 
patients at present in the hospital might not be removed, and the de- 
fendants must undertake not to intreduce any new patients.—CovnskL, 
Hastings, Q.C., and Blakesley ; Pearson, Q C., and Warrington. Soxicrrors, 
Carlisle, Unna, § Ryder ; Torr § Co., for Dransfield § Sons, Penistone. 


LA TRINIDAD (LIM.) +. BROWNE—North, J., 18th November. 


R. 8. C., 1883, Orp. XXXVIII., nr. 1—Cross-ExaMinATION OF DEPONENT 
DisckETION OF JUDGE. 


This was a motion for an interim injunction to restrain the defendant 
from dealing with some shares, the subject of the action. On behalf of 
the defendant application was made for an order for the cross-examina- 
tion of a person who had made an affidavit for the plaintiffs. 

Nortn, J., refused the application. He said that the above rule only 
provided that the court or judge ‘‘ may, on the application of either party, 
order the attendance for cross-examination of the person making’’ an 
affidavit, upon a motion. There was no obligation on the court to make 
the order.—Counset, | Napier Higgins, Q C., and P. F. Stokes ; Alsxander. 
Soutcrrors, Parker, Garrett, ¢ Parker ; W. F. Tarn, 


HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
AMERSHAM UNION v. CITY OF LONDON UNION—18th November. 
Poor Law—Setrriement—"‘ Winpowep Moruer’’—Cui~p unDER SIXTEEN. 


An order had been made for the removal of a pauper child, aged four 
years, from the respondent to the appellant union under the following 
circumstances: At the time the child became chargeable her father was 
dead and her mother had married again. Neither father nor mother had 
acquired any settlement other than that of their birth. The birth settle- 
ment of the mother was in the appellant union. The birth settlement of 
the child was in the respondent union. It was contended by the appellants 
that, as the child’s father was dead and the mother had married again, the 
child had no other settlement than that of her birth. It was contended 
by the respondents that on the death of the father the child took the only 
settlement the mother possessed, that is to say her birth settlement, and 
that she retained that settlement until she gained another according to the 
true interpretation of the Divided Parishes Act, 1876, s. 35. 

Tue Court (Sternen and A. L. Smrrn, JJ.), held that the order was 
wrong, and that the child had no other settlement than that of her 
birth. Sreruen, J., said that there was no doubt but that the status of 
the child must be considered immediately upon her becoming chargeable, 
At that time her father was dead, and her mother, who had married again, 
could not be said to be a ‘‘ widowed mother.’’ The court could not look 
at any derivative settlement. Therefore there was no settlement in 
existence but the child’s birth settlement. A. L. Surrn, J., concurred.— 
CounseL, Graham and Ashton ; Poland. Soxtcrrors, Allen ¢ Edwardsfor H. 
Bradford, Amersham ; The City Solicitor. 


REG. v. FARRANT—19th November. 
JUSTICE OF THE PeacE—INTEREST DisQuaLiryING. 


In this case a rule absolute for a prohibition had been obtained to 
restrain Dr. Farrant, the mayor of Taunton, from sittiag to hear and 
adjudicate upon certain charges of assault. It appeared that the doctor 
had been called in to attend one of his patients, upon whom the alleged 
assault had been made, that he had prescribed for him, and had advised 
him not *o bring the case before the magistrates. He had also 
received a communication, alleged to amount to an admission, from the 
— against whom it was intended that summonses for assault should 

taken out. It was further alleged that he had offered to make a bet 
that, if the case came into court, the charges would be dismissed, though 
this was contradicted, and the court held it not to be proved. The pro- 
hibition was obtained on the ground that he was prejudiced in the matter, 
and that he was a necessary witness for the prosecution. 

Tue Covrt (Sreruen and Cuaruzs, JJ.) granted a supersedeas. STEPHEN, 
J., said that though, no doubt, the law was that not only did any 
pecuviary interest, however small, disqualify a magistrate from acting, 
but also, if it was proved he was so far interested in other respects in the 
matter as to render it probable that his judgment would be prejudiced, 
he ought not to sit asa judge. But in the present case all that the mayor 
had done was to suggest, as a friend, that the case had better not be pro- 
ceeded with. That was often done by judges in court, and could not be 
accounted a bias. It was alleged that the mayor would have to be called 


as a witness, but it would be creating a precedent which would cause 
great inconvenience to hold that, merely because a judge or magistrate 
was to be called as a witness, he could not sit on the Coaak. 


CHar.es, J., 





concurred.—Counsr1, Sir H. James, Q.C., and Odgers ; Wheeler, Q.C., and 
Dennis. Soxrcrrors, Wileocks, for Oresswell, Taunton ; Stephens § C., for 
Crawshaw, Taunton. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re METCALFE, METCALFE v. BLENCOWE-—Stirling J., 16th and 
17th November. 


TaxatTion—Bitt or Costs—Soricitror anp Ciient—E.ection—Nortice— 
‘* UNDERTAKING ANY Busrygss ”—‘‘ Curent’’—ONs OF SEVERAL TRUSTEES 
—GeENERAL OrpeR UNDER Souicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 
Vicr. c. 44), rr. 6, 8—Summons To Review Taxation. 


The question in this case was as to the validity of a notice of election 
under rule 6 of the General Order to the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. 
This depended upon (1) whether the clection was made in time; (2) whether 
the election, being communicated to only one of two trustees, could be sup- 
ported. Messrs. Tamplin, Tayler, & Joseph acted as solicitors for Mr. 
Blencowe and Mr. W. C. Metcalfe, who, as trustees, were defendants in an 
administration action. In the course of this action it became necessary to 
raise a sum of money for payment of costs. It was at first proposed to do 
this by way of mortgage, but afterwards it was determined to sell 
a portion of the estate for the purpose. A summons was taken out 
in the action, and an order for sale made on the 7th of May, 1886. No 
steps were taken by the solicitors in the matter of the sale be- 
tween that date and the 21st of June, 1886, on which day Messrs, Tamplin, 
Tayler, & Joseph communicated their election in writing to Mr. Metcalfe, 
one of the trustees, in the following terms :—‘ Re Metcalfe (deceased). 
Referring to the proposed sale of the ‘Metcalfe Arms,’ we beg to 
inform you and your co-trustee, Mr. Blencowe, that we hereby elect 
that our remuneration for such business shall be in accordance with 
the old system of costs as altered by schedule 2 of the Remuneration 
Order.” Shortly after the 2lst of June, 1886, the sale was proceeded 
with, and in due course completed. The bill of costs was made out on the 
footing of the above notice. The taxing master disallowed many of the 
items on the ground that the remuneration should be according to the scale 
charge fixed by schedule 1 to the General Order under the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881. The defendants objected to the disallowance of 
these items, urging that they were rightly included in the bill, being 
charges for conveyancing work done, as fixed by schedule 2 to the General 
Order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and 
because, before undertaking the business in respect of which such charges 
were made, the defendants’ solicitors, by writing under their hand, com- 
municated to the client that they elected that their remuneration should be 
according to schedule 2 of the General Order. The taxing master over- 
ruled these objections on the ground (inter alia) that the notice was given 
only to one trustee, not to both, and that, in his opinion, a notice of this 
description should be given to all the trustees. The taxing master then 
certified the taxation according to the scale in the General Order, whereupon 
the defendants took out this summons, asking that their objections to the 
taxation might be allowed, and for a reference back to the taxing master to 
vary his certificate accordingly. During the argument certain items in the 
solicitors’ bill of costs were referred to. These are mentioned in the 

judgment. 

Stietine, J.—A point has been argued before me which was not brought 
to the notice of the taxing master, and on that point I decide the question. 
While, therefore, it ison thataccount unnecessary for me todiscuss the reasons 
advanced by the taxing master for the course which he has taken, I wish it 
to be understood that I do not disagree with those reasons. The question in 
this case is whether the election was made in accordance wit! rule 6 of the 
General Order to the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. That rule says that, 
“ In all cases to which the scales prescribed in schedule 1 hereto shall apply, 
a solicitor may, before undertaking any business, by writing under his hand 
communicated to the client, elect that his remuneration shall be according to 
the present system as altered by schedule 2 hereto, but if no such election shall 
be made, his remuneration shall be according to the scale prescribed by this 
order.” Now the business in this case was conveyancing business connected 
with a sale in the course of an administration action for the purpose of paying 
certain costs. It has been argued by Mr. Dickinson that the order for sale 
being made on the 7th of May, 1886, and the notice of election being given 
on the 21st of June, 1886, and nothing having been done in the matter of the 
sale in the meantime, the election wasir time. But I find in the solicitors’ bill 
of costs an entry, under date the 24th of March, of a charge for preparing the 
summons for sale; on the 31st of March a charge is made for attending the 
summons ; and on the 5th of April a conference is charged for at which the 
question was discussed whether the sale should be by public auction 
or private contract, and the title was considered. In my opinion this 
case comes within the principles laid down in Re Allen (35 W. R. 
218, 34 Ch. D. 433) and Hester v. Hester (35 W. R. 233, 34 Ch. D. 607), 
and it is too late, under the 6th rule of the General Order, for a solicitor to 
declare his election after holding a conference with the client for the purpose 
of discussing the mode of sale and the title to the property. Such a con- 
ference is properly business covered by the scale charge; and the election 
referred to in the rule must be, in my judgment, declared before undertak- 
ing any such business. As regards the reasons given by the taxiag master, 
one of them raises a question of some importance, as to which it may be well 
that I should express an opinion. ‘lhe taxing master says that notice to one 
of two trustees is not sufficient. It is not necessary for me to decide the 
point; but, as at present advised, I consider that a solicitor must pursue his 
right of election under the General Order strictly, and that as according to 
the rule notice must be communicated to “ the client,’’ and the client in this 
case consisted of two persons, notice to one of them was not sufficient.— 
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Counset, S. Dickinson; A. W. Rowden. Soxicrrors, Tumplin, Tayler, § 
Joseph ; Ernest Bevir. 


IN THE MATTER OF A SOLICITOR—Q. B. Div., 21st November. 


This was an application to strike a solicitor off the roll. He was a 
married man, and in some controversy between himself and his wife as to 
property had given an undertaking a to his wife a sum of £500 out 
of a certain fund he was to receive. Then there was a suit by her for a 
separation under certain circumstances, and he had not performed his 
undertaking. 

Jelf, Q.C. (J. Brooke with him), who appeared for the wife, urged that 
this was prima facie sufficient. 

Murphy, Q.C. (Rose-Innes with him), who appeared for the solicitor, 
admitted that he ought to have carried out his undertaking, but urged 
that his not doing so was not a ground for such an application, as the 
undertaking was not given by him as solicitor but as party. Inthe result, 

Tue Court took this view and discharged the application, but without 
costs, as they did not approve the conduct of the solicitor.— Zimes. 


Ex parte SCANTLEBURY, Re GUY—Q. B. Div. (Bankruptcy), 
16th November. 


Banxkrkuptcy—Orper ny Cons—ENT—AGREEMENT FOR Costs ‘‘AaS BETWEEN 
Soricrror AND Otignt’’—Form or OnpgER—Practice. 


In this case an order by consent agreed upon by the parties was handed 
up to the judge for his approval. The order in question contained a 
proviso to the effect that the respondent should pay the appellants their 
costs ‘‘ as between solicitor and client.’’ 

Cave, J., said that a form of order by consent had been handed to him, 
and part of the order was to this effect, that the trustee pay the creditors 
(tbe appellants) their costs as between solicitor and client. In his opinion 
that was perfectly monstrous. Such a proviso ought never to be put into 
avy order. His lordship could not consent to it, and it was a form he 
altogether disavowed. The words must be struck out. 


IN THE MATTER OF CHARLES GEORGE BARNES, ASOLICITOR— 
Chitty, J., 18th November, 


In this case Chitty, J., made an order for the attachment of Charles 
George Barnes, a solicitor, stated to be in practice at Hastings [but see 
ante, p. 12], for his disobedience to an order directing him to pay to certain 
trustees a sum of more than £1,100, received by him as their solicitor, 
and which sum formed part of the trust estate. 

Sims Edmunds appeared for the respondent, and asked for seven days’ 
further time in which to pay the money. 

. Cuarrty, J., said that the respondent had had already a great deal of 
ime. 

Sims Edmunds asked that the order should be directed not to be drawn 
up for four days. The respondent had long been in ill health. 

Curry, J., said that he had but one course to adopt, and that was to 
make an immediate order. The matter had been standing over for a long 
while. The applicants were not bound to execute the writ.— Zimes. 


Re TWO SOLICITORS, Ex parte THOMPSON.—Q. B. D., 
15th November. 


This was an application on behalf of Mr. Thompson to strike off two 
solicitors from the roll on the ground, first, that in the conduct of certain 
suits they had ‘‘ acted as agents for a person not duly qualified to act as an 
attorney or solicitor, and had permitted or suffered their names to be 
made use of in an action upon the account or for the profit of such un- 
qualified person,” against the provisions of the Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73), 8. 32; and, secondly, that their charges in a bill of costs were so 
excessive as to be extortionate and fraudulent. The actions referred to 
were @ series of seven actions arising out of the Armstrong case, in 
reference to certain publications by the Pall Mali Gazette. Upon affidavits 
it was alleged that one Ballinger, a journalist, professed to have ‘‘ got up”’ 
the various actions for the benefit of the solicitors, Francis Hill and Charles 
Hill, carrying on business under the title of Head & Hill. Ina letter 
dated May, 1886, Ballinger appealed to Charles Hill for a division of the 
profits which he alleged had been received by Mesers. Hill as a result of 
the several actions. No immediate answer was sent by Charles Hill, but 
in June, 1886, he wrote, regretting that ‘‘ this matter had not been settled 
before,’’ and offering Ballinger four-ninths of the proceeds of damages 
obtained. The facts relating to the letters are stated in the judgment. 

Sreruen, J.: Part of the evidence is about an alleged agreement, which 
agreement, if proved to have taken place, undoubtedly would bring the case 
within the 32nd section of the Act; but the essential part of the evidence 
consists of two letters, one of which is written on the 18th of May, 1886, 
and the other is written on the 10th of June, 1886. I will read the two 
letters, the second of which letters is not in answer to the first; but it is 
written at no very great distance of time, and is written about the same 
subject. And I think that the letters are of a nature which will leave very 
little doubt—in fact, no doubt to my mind—as to what did take place 
between these people, although some parts of the agreement are left in 
question. The fizst letter is: ‘‘ My dear Charlie,—You have not sent Mr. 
Innes’ fees ; but on second thoughts I think it would be preferable that 
you should exercise your own discretion in the matter—of course taking 
care that he does not put fancy prices on his work.’’ [That seems to relate 
to some matter which is not before us.] ‘‘ When you close accounts will you 
kiudly seud an open cheque in a registered letter to me; that isif you 
mean to let me have anything.”” Now that may, for aught I know, refer 
to Innes’ fees; but it is a passing expression on which Mr. Kemp very 
naturally fastened in order to shew that the whole matter was not one of ' 











agreement at all. But I cannot take that view when I read the rest of the 
letter. This is a new paragraph, and looks as if it were new matter. ‘I 
am extremely sorry that Frank thought my view of what I considered I 
was entitled to ‘ extortionate.’ The word is horribly ugly, but I am happy 
in the knowledge that such an expression is one not founded upon any 
reasonable principle that can, with the slightest sense of justice, be applied 
to this ‘affair.’ It is very clear that where anything is to be divided the 
most equitable division is that the recipients share equally ; and there is 
nothing in this ‘affair’ to call for a departure from such a common prin- 
ciple of justice. In fact, if it were necessary, there are such circumstances 
in this case which make it one of all others in which the division should be 
equitaoly carried out. I refer especielly to the fact that you have had an 
amount for costs which could only previously have existed in my mind, 
and which has exceeded your full bill of costs to the extent of £100; and 
yet you think an equal division unfair! I do not think that you yourself 
could have arrived at such a conclusion, nor even Frank, except that, 
having unwittingly offended him, he seeks to treat me as a stranger, 
whereas I fancy I am entitled to be treated as a solicitor and receive my 
half of the profits.”” That is, he has been acting as solicitor in this matter. 
‘* You are well aware that there are dozens of large firms who will give me 
‘half’ for my introductions in ordinary cases, and even where they do not 
get paid an exorbitant bill of costs. The only advantage with you is that 
I can work the cases myself, knowing you as Ido. And so with care and 
thought, which ordinary solicitors are unable to bestow upon the cases, I 
am able to effect a result which otherwise would not be brought about.” 
And then he says the terms on which he would have settled the action. 
‘“You seem to forget that I invented the action. Neither you nor 
Broughtons thought there was a claim until I explained it; and are you, 
therefore, entitled to two-thirds of the profits and to my one-third when 
without me you would not have seen the action, and yet I, without you, 
would have made profit to the extent of all I suggest? For I know other 
respectable solicitors, and even ‘Mr. So-and-so’ would consent to any 
terms I suggest provided I do so beforehand.’’ This is another point on 
which Mr. Kemp strongly insisted: ‘‘ With you I did not think it neces- 
sary, for you always gave me to understand that you would treat me on 
agency terms.” Now, taking that altogether, it certainly seems tofcomejto 
this: ‘‘I did not make a positive bargain with you for so much before- 
hand, but I did make a bargain that this was to be conducted on joint 
account, and I was to be considered as agent ; and it was as agent that I 
ought to get half.” That seems to be the view he takes of it. ‘‘ And the 
few spec. actions have been to our mutual liking, which on my ex- 
perience is often the case in agency.”” I suppose he means not often. 
«Those spec. actions have been to my loss as well as yours, and my ex- 
penditure of cash has exceeded yours. But in this world we must take 
the rough with the smooth.” I do not think there is anything else in the 
letter which requires much notice, but the substance of it throughout is, 
‘You know we undertook this business on joint account, and you ought 
to pay me at least half of the profits in this action, although there are 
some circumstances which perhaps might entitle me to be paid more.” 
Now that letter was, to be sure, written after the thing happened; but it 
is not repudiated then, nor is it repudiated now, as I understand, by the 
affidavite of either of these solicitors. But there is a letter which one of 
them wrote, and it is now proper to mention the names of the solicitors. 
They are Francis Hill and Charles Thomas Hill, solicitors of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature ; and Charles Thomas Hill writes this letter :—‘‘ P.S.— 
I enclose cheque for £24 12s. Dear Ballinger,—I regret having been unable 
through pressure of work to settle this matter before. We have come to 
the conclusion that, taking into consideration the loss of time, disburse- 
ments, &c., in the other matters, it is but reasonable that we should receive 
five-ninths. The amount will accordingly be as follows.” Then there is 
an account of how he makes up the £24 12s., for which he incloses the 
cheque. It appears to me that that is clearly a business transaction, and 
as clearly contemplated as a business transaction; and must have been 
from the beginning contemplated as a business transaction on the joint 
account of these people as any transaction whatever could be. I am clearly 
of opinion, therefore, that Mr. Charles Thomas Hill, at all events, has 
brought himself within the section in question. As to Mr. Francis Hill, he 
declares that he knew nothing about it, that his brother Charles managed the 
whole business, and that he represented the matters to him otherwise than 
they really were. I do notsee that Francis Hill is sufficiently connected 
with this matter; I donot see any evidence whatever that one might sus- 
pect, or avything whatever but what would be natural from the double re- 
lationship of partners and brothers. One must go according to the 
evidence; and it is not merely because a brother misconducts himself that 
another brother, who happens to be his partner, is to be responsible, or 
that it is sufficient evidence to convict Francis Hillin a matter of this 
kind. Therefore I shall only say, as against Francis Hili, that the rule 
will be discharged without costs. It is quite enough to say that the matter 
has been very properly inquired into. But now about Charles Thomas 
Hill. Charles Thomas Hil! appears to me, for one thing, to bring himself 
within that section. Then, independently of that section, it appears to 
me to be a gross breach of professional propriety to conduct business on 
these terms. I can hardly imagine more shameful and ¢candalous kind 
of conduct on the part of a solicitor than to have business of this kind 
brought to him by a jackal who claims money or gets money for it after- 
wards. I think that amounts to professional misconduct, quite apart from 
the bare words of the Act of Parliament. The profession of a solicitor 
ought to be, and in the very great majority of cases is, a very honourable 
profession ; but business carried on of that kind is dirty and shameful to 
the last possible degree. The other question is about the charges made 
in the bill. I do not propose to go into it, but I think that they fall 


exactly within that case which was read by Mr. Kemp. I think —_ 
charge for certain classes of work too much by nearly £500, that - 
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creasing their real charges double, forming half of the total amount of 
their bill, if they chose to sit down and take their pen and write down 
£500, or nearly £500, when they are not entitled to quite £50—when they 
write down £400 and something when they ought to have put down £47 ; 
and when they do in the course of the case the things which we have heard, 
that is fraudulent, and it is a fraudulent demand to make; and no one 
could possibly make it except on the speculation that possibly he might 
evade the diligence of the master or the sharpness of his opponent. I think 
it is an insult to proceedings in a court of justice that people should bring 
forward monstrous charges of that kind and see them taxed down, and 
then say, ‘‘ After all, I have got to pay the costs of the taxing, and that is 
all.” I do not think it decent that we should take that view of the matter ; 
and, taking the whole of these matters together, we consider that Charles 
Thomas Hill has been guilty of a very serious offence, and with regard to 
him he will be suspended from practice for three years. 

Cuares, J. : I am of the same opinion, and have nothing to add, as I 
agree entirely with what my learned brother has said. 

Mr. R. T. Rem: The order will be that Charles Thomas Hill, of 52, 
Chancery-lane, will be suspended for three years? 


Srrruen, J.: Yes; and he will have to pay the costs of the rule and 
the Law Society’s costs as well. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


Ex parte YSTRADFODWG LOCAL BOARD, Re THOMAS—Cave, J., 
16th November. 


BankkUPTCY—PRErERENTIAL Cram ror Locat RatEs—Bankrvuptcy Act, 
1883, s. 40, svun-secrion (1) (a)—Pvusiie Heattu Act, 1875, s. 211, 
SUB-SECTION (3). 

This was; a special case stated for the opinion of the High Court. On 
the 12th of January, 1887, the bankrupt filed his petition in the County 
Court of Glamorganshire. On the 17th of January he was adjudicated 
bankrupt, and on the same day an order for the summary administration 
of the estate under section 121 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was made, 
and the official receiver became trustee. At the time of the petition the 
bankrupt was tenant of a house and shop at Ystrad Rhondda, which he 
held under a lease for twenty-one years from the 14th of April, 1882, 
granted by Richard Evans, at a yearly rent of £32. The trustee did not 
disclaim the lease, but on the lst of February, 1887, he sold his interest 
in it to a brother of the bankrupt, since which date the bankrupt, with his 
wife, has remained in occupation as tenant under the purchaser, a 
business being carried on in the wife’s name. At the date of the receiv- 
ing order there was due to the Ystradfodwg Local Board the sum of 
13s. 1d. for their local toard rate, made on the 8th of October, 1886, for 
the half-year from the 30th of September, 1886, to the 25th of March, 
1887, and payable in advance. The bankrupt having gone out of occu- 

ation before paying the rate, the trustee contended (1) that he was not 
fiable to pay, under section 40, sub-section (1) (a), of the Bankruptcy Act, 

1883, in respect of the bankrupt’s occupation more than the bankrupt 

would have been liable to pay ; and (2) that having succeeded the bank- 

rupt he (the trustee) was liable for a turther amount proportioned to the 

riod of his own occupation, which ceased on the Ist of February, 1887. 

he official receiver as trustee had offered to pay the proportion of the 
rate from September 30, 1886, to February 1, 1887, but the local board 
refused this, and contended that they were entitled to payment of the 

whole rate. Section 4, sub-section (1), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 

provides that: *‘In the distribution of the property of a bankrupt there 

shall be paid in priority to all other debts—(a) All parochial or other local 
rates due from the bankrupt at the date of the receiving order, and having 
become due and payable within twelve months next before such time, and 
all assessed taxes, land tax, property or income tax assessed on him up to 
the fifth day of April next before the date of the receiving order, and not 
exceeding in the whole one year’s assessment.’’ And section 211 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, which deals with the assessment of a general 
district rate, provides, by sub-section (3), that, ‘‘ If any owner or occupier 
assessed or liable to any such rate ceases to be owner or occupier of 
the premises in respect whereof he is so assessed or liable before the end 
of the period for which the rate was made, and before the same is fully 
paid off, he shall be liable to pay only such part of the rate as may be in 
proportion to the time during which he continues to be such owner or 
occupier ; and in every such case, if any per:on afterwards become owner 
or occupier of the premises during part of the said period, he shall pay 
such part of the rate as may be in proportion to the time during which he 
continues to be such owner or occupier, and the same shall be recovered 
from him in the same manner as if he had been originally assessed or 
liable.” The questicn submitted to the High Court was whether, in the 
above circumstances, the estate of the bankrupt was liable to pay the rate 
for the whole half-yeur—viz., from September 30, 1886, to March 25, 1887 
—or whether the estate was only liable to pay an apportioned part of it up 
to the date of the order of adjudication. 

Cave, J., held that the estate of the bankrupt was liable to pay the rate 
for the whole half-year. Section 40, sub-section 1 (a), of the Bankruptcy 

Act, 1883, provided that all parochial or other local rates due from the 

bankrupt at the date of the receiving order should be paid in priority to 
all other debts. This was a local rate due from the bankrupt at the date 
of the receiving order, and was clearly within the section unless there was 
anything to take it out. By section 211, sub-section (3), of the Public 

Health Act, 1875, it was provided that if any owner or occupier assessed or 

liable to any rate ceased to be owner or occupier of the premises before 


fully paid off, he should be liable to pay only such part of the rate as 
might bein proportion to the time during which he continued to be such 
owner or occupier. Unfortunately, this bankrupt had not ceased tobe the 
occupier of the premises. He was occupier at the date of the receiving 
order, and he occupied during the whole period over which the rate ex- 
tended. The case could not be brought within section 211 of the Public 
Health Act; and, that being so, it was within section 40 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act. The proper course for the trustee to have adopted was to 
have had this question of the liability to the rate taken into consideration 
on the sale of the property.—CovnseL, R. V. Williams ; Muir Mackenzie. 
Soxicrrors, I. H. Wrentmore, for Walter H. Morgan § Rhys, Pontypridd ; 
The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates, whose names are in alphabetical order, were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 3rd of November, 
1887 :— 

Allen, John 

Arnold, Arthur William 
Arnold, Frank Tertius Doughty, Henry Etherington 
Arnold, William Draper, Herbert 

Backhouse, Herbert Eustace Percy Druce, Julius Wyatt 

Bailey, Harold Ormrod Dutton, Thomas Moore 

Bailey, Harry Ede, Edward Hornby, B.A., LL.B. 
Bamford, Thomas Henry Broughton Edmunds, David Rees 

Barlow, Thomas Evans, Aneurin Oliver 

Barnes, William Herbert Everitt, Henry Reeve 

Barrington, Thomas Fenton, Arthur Edward 

Barrow, Walter Field, Frederick William 

Bartley, Richard Edward Finchott, William Henry 
Battersby, William Fisher, Lionel George 

Beech, Charles Henry Forester, Robert Harding 

Berry, Thomas William Seager Forshaw, William John 

Bickle, John William Foster, John Henry 

Birks, William John Foulkes-Jones, John Williams 
Blair, James Francis, Alfred Williams 

Blundell, Charles Winnell Freeman, Alfred George 

Blyth, Robert William Frost, Thomas Richard 

Board, William Arthur Frost, William Spatchett 
Boulting, Eustace George Fullalove, William Thomas 
Brewer, Charles William Low Gaury, Arthur Jean 

Brice, Francis Roper Fourness Godwin, Alfred 

Broad, John Goody, Sidney Carr 

Brooksbank, John Lonsdale, B.A Gore, Arthur Henry Nichols 
Brown, Harold Frederick Stewart Goucher, Thomas Boden 

Brown, James Webster Graham, Peter, B.A. 

Brown, John Edward Greatwood, Henry Francis Ross 
Bryant, Thomas Egerton Green, Charler Tertius 

Budd, Edmund Hayward Green, James 

Bugg, Arthur Sadler Green, Thomas Henry 

Bulbeck, William Henry Greenwood, John James 

Bunnett, George Radclyffe Griffith, Arthur Foster, M A. 
Burne, John Ford Grove, Henry Leslie 

Burnett, James Ridley, B.A. Hansbrow, George Montgomery 
Burton, Arthur Angell, B.A. Harris, William Edwin 

Cadle, Harry Sidney, B.A. Harris, William Nelson 

Cant, Howard Hart, Dudley Frank 

Carpenter, Owen Haye, George 

Charrington, Francis, B.A. Haynes, Freeman Archibald Grant 
Carter, John William Heath, Christopher Reginald Walter 
Chapman, Frank Henry Heaton, Beresford Rimington, B.A. 
Chater, Edward Wilson Herring, Styleman Percy Bell le 
Chilton, Guy Strange 

Christopher, Freville Gurney Hill, Algernon Frank 

Clark, James Maslin Holroyde, Samuel 

Clarke, James Redfern Houle, Evan Percy 

Collison, Frederick Thackeray, B.A. Howard, George Thomas 

Colton, Michael Herbert Hoyle, Richard Dudley 

Cooper, Harry Thew Hunter, Joseph Lowther 

Cooper, James Hawkes Hurd, Herbert Edward 

Copeland, William Burdon Ingram, Andrewes 

Crailsheim, Francis William, B.A. Ingram, Melville Herbert 
Crawley, James Henry Ison, Edwin Henry Cooke 
Crawshaw, Lionel Townsend, B.A. Jackson, John Herbert 

Crawshay, Charles Herbert Jackson, Maxwell, B.A. 

Croft, Cyrus Latimer James, William Thomas 
Cromack, Charles Johnston, William 

Cunningham, William Doveton Jones, Arthur Wansbrough, B.A. 
Danger, William Landale Jones, Frederick Noah 

Davies, David Thomas Jones, Harold Christian 

Davies, John Joyce, Sherard, B.A. 

Davies, John Howard Keene, Thomas Mann 

Davies, Sydney Walter Keites, Harry 

Dawes, Walter Wiley Kempthorne, Frederick Howel 


Dexter, Albert 
Dickinson, Robert 











the end of the period for which such rate was made, and before it was 











Dawson, Charles William Kettle, Robert Henry, B.A. 
Desborough, Montague Williara Kirk, William 
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; 
Kéttgen, Charles Adolf 
Ladyman, Arthur William 
Ladyman, Thomas Birchall 
Lambert, Frank Lionel 
Lanfear, Cecil Henry 
Lawman, Arthur John 
Lean, Samuel Roscarrock 
Lees, Arthur John 
Lightfoot, George Augustus 
Lingard, George Alexander Rowson 
Llewellyn, Herbert Lord 
Lloyd, Edward 
Lloyd-Jones, Charles Tilsley 
Lubbock, Rolfe Arthur 
Mackenzie, Martin Edward, B.A. 
Marriott, William 
Marshall, Gerald Cook Rogers 
Mason, Robert Farrer 
Mellersh, Percy Sisson Neale 
Meynell, Edward 
Minchin, Spencer Augustus 
Mitchell, Thomas William 
Moore, Bendle Warburton 
Moore, Maurice 
Nanson, Ernest Lonsdale 
Nash, Edward Tatham 
Newson, Walter Alexander, B.A. 
Okell, John 
Peck, Edward Francis 
Pedley, Samuel William 
Pengilly, Alexander 
Peters, Arthur, B.A. 
Phillips, James Robert, B.A. 
Pocock, Alfred Grooby 
Pollard, Albert Edwin 
Prebble, Harry Ward 
Preston, Hermann Leigh Newbery 
Randall, Francis John 
Ratcliffe, Edgar Rainier 
Rayner, Charles Sidney 
Reeves, Hugh William 
Richards, Philip Howden 
Ricketts, Edward 
Rumboll, Charles Alfred 
Rumney, Abram Wren, B.A. 
Rushforth, Robert Henry 
Russell, Joseph Carlisle 
Rymer, Matthew 
Shackleton, George Rickards, B.A. 
Sheehy, Robert Joseph 
Shoosmith, Thurston Laidlaw 
Silvester, Thomas Edward 


Simpson, Edward Overend 
Sims, Arthur 
Smith, Albert Edwin 
Smith, Alfred Edward 
Smith, George 
Smith, Gilbertson 
Snow, Norman Edward 
Spyer, Edward Saloman 
Stainton, Alfred Palmer 
Startup, James Collingwood 
Stead, Arthur James 
Steavenson, Francis Raymond 
Stordy, George 
Storry, Edwin Rougemont 
Stubbs, William Henry 
Taylor, David 
Taylor, Ernest Ramsay 
Tetley, Robert Henry 
Thomson, William Alexander 
Tunnicliffe, Robert 
Turner, Hamilton 
Turner, Joseph William 
Vanderpump, Louis Leonard 
Vassal, Harry Graeme, B.A. 
Verey, James Gwynne 
Waley, John Felix, B.A. 
Walsh, Frederick Albert 
Walters, Herbert Graham, B.A. 
Warhurst, Thomas King 
Watts, Augustine, M.A. 
Watts, Hugh Alban, B.A. 
Way, Ernest William 
Welton, Robert 
Wheble, Sidney Joseph 
Whish, Henry Edward 
White, Francis Henry 
White, George Herbert 
Whitford-Hawkey, Edward Thomas 
Theophilus, B.A. 
Wilkinson, Basil Henry 
Willey, Arthur Wellesley 
Williams, Arthur Harrison, B.A, 
Williams, David Rhys 
Williams, Edward 
Wilmot, Edward Dudley Lea 
Wilmot, Thomas 
Wilson, James Moffatt 
Wilson, William Henry 
Wood, Herbert George Tyrrell 
Woodward, John Arthur Toye 
Wright, Robert Arthur 


Frvat Examination, 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical ordor) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the Ist and 2nd of November, 


1887 :— 

Abbott, Frederick Charles 

Adcock, Herbert Phillips 

Allen, James 

Allen, William Gough 

Almond, Charles Henry 

Appleby, Reginald Woodifield 

Astley, Henry D’Oyley Wolvey 

Austen, John Soame, B.A. 

Baker, Archibald Henry 

Bankes- Price, William Hughes, B.A. 

Barratt, Ernest 

Barrowclough, John 

Bartlett, Edward Whiteley 

Barton, Henry Alexander, B.A. 

Bassitt, Joseph Doncaster 

Bell, Francis James 

Bennett, Ernest William Thomas 

Benson, Edward Ernest 

— William Lockwood Mayd- 
we 

Bingham, George Pettinger 

Bird, John Arthur 

Blackburn, Ve non Kent 

Blake, Alfred James 

Blake, Gerard Frederic, B.A, 

blakiston, Rochfort Folliott, B.A. 

Bloomer, William 

Boatman, Tom 

— Edward Tyrrell Horace, 

A. 


Breese, James 

Bridgeman, Benjamin James 
Brodie, Wilfred Leslie Waldegrave 
Bromley, Richard 

Brooke, Henry Daniel 


Brooke, Henry Richard Patton, B.A. 
Broomhead, [homas 

Brown, Malcolm Tomlinson, B.A. 
Brown, Norman Wentworth 
Bryan, Thomas William 
Burniston, James 

Burrow, Alfred 

Burrows, Charles Esau 

sen Walter Wilfrid 

Bush, Harrington Paul 

Byrne, Peter 

Calhoun, Walter Leslie 

Carr, James 

Caunter, Henry Lyds 
Chadwick, Peter 

Chaldecott, Francis Millar 
Channing, Archibald 
Charnley, James He 

Chidell, Leonard John Thrupp 
Christie, George Norman 
Clarke, Arthur Joseph 

Clarke, George Corbett 

Cobb, John He’ 

Cooke, Alfred Hindley, B.A., LL.B. 
Cornish, John Batten 

Cotton, Morten Henry, B.A. 
Coulson, Harry 

Cox, George 

Crawshay, Geoffrey Stratford 
Crosskey, Ernest, B.A. 
Dallow, Richard 

Daniell, Herbert Basil 

Darby, John 

7)’ Arcy, Francis Meagar 
Daney, Charles Arthur, B.A, 


Davey, George Middleton 
Davies, Edward Clement 
Davies, Walter William 
Davis, George Herbert 
Davis, George Wellinger 
Daw, John Edward 
Dawson, Charles Frederic 
Day, Francis Meredith 

Day, Henry Purcell 
Dickinson, Cecil 

Dixon, Frederick Cornelius 
Downing, John Wesley 
Drury, Aubrey, B.A. 
Ducker, John Anthony, B.A 
Dunderdale, Charles 

Dunn, Cecil William 
Durant, Edward Cecil 

Eley, Robert Sperce Taylor 
Ellis-Fermor, Ernest Joseph 
Ellison, John 

Emerson, Charlee George 
Ensor, Edward Robert 
Eskrigge, Theodore Robson 
Evans, Eldon 

Farmer, Charles Albert, B.A. 
Fort, Thomas 

Foskett, Hen 

Foster, Lancelot Rougier 
French, Basil Peter William, B.A. 
Furniss, George 

Gamble, George Archibald 
Garnett, Heny William George 
Gerrish, Ernest Stratton 
Gillow, William 

Gilroy, George Norris 
Glascodine, Richard Walter 
Glover, Roger Richard 
Godard, John George 
Goodall, Henry Arthur 
Goodson, Arthur Bemrose Rogers 
Goodwin, Thomas Henry 
Graham, John 

Gray, George Robert 
Green, John Walter 

Green, Walter Herbert 


Knight, Hugh Ooleraine, B.A. 
Law, Herbert 

Lee, Arthur 

Lee, George Trevelyan 

Lee, Harry James 

Letts, Charles William 
Logan, George Alfred 
Lynch, Francis Xavier 
Lyne, George Cobbett 
Mallorie, Thomas Frank Percy 
Markham, Charles Stenton 
Marriott, John Morpott 
Marston, Arthur Edwin 
Martin, George Maynard, M.A. 
Matthews, John Brumhead 
Mayson, Frank 

Meadows, Robert Charles 
Mellor, Perc 

Miles, Alfred Horsfall 

Miller, Thomas 

Mitchell, Arthur John 
Moorhouse, Christopher 
Morgan, John Austin 

Morgan, Thomas Joseph 
Morton, John Tatham 

Mote, Henry William 

Munby, Frederick Hugh 
Muncaster, Edward 

Needham, Robert 

Nevins, Victor Edgar Eamonson 
Newstead, Charles Vincent 
Newton, Oliver 

Nicholson, Charles Leopold William 
Oakey, Thomas William 

Ochse, Oscar 

Ogden, Frank Everard 

Ogden, James Herbert 

Owen, John Vulliamy. 

Oxley, Ernest Frederick George 
Padley, George Frederick 
Paine, William Worship, B.A. 
Pascoe, George William 

Pease, Robert 

Pemberton, Harold 

Perkins, Arthur Thomas, B.A. 


Green-Price, George William Whit-Perry, Charles 


more 

Griffith, Robert Hebert 
Grist, Edward James 
Guthrie, Thomas Robinson 
Hall, William Charles 


Pidcock, Arthur 
Pierce, Henry Herbert 
Piercy, Colin Carlton 
Piper, Charles 

Potts, Charles Herbert 


Hall-Say, Geoffrey Norman EdwardPowell, Ernest Ormsby, B.A.. 


Hallas, Edgar Wheatley 
Harbord, Arthur Taylor 
Hardcastle, Melvill Joseph 
Harris, Reginald Brune 
Haygarth, Matthews Henr; 
Hays, John Stormont 
Heath, Alfred Thomas 
Heeley, William 

Hicks, William 

Higgs, William Ward 
Hilbery, George 

Hill, Arthur Bernard Lewin 
Hill, Frederick William 
Hillas-Drake, Thomas Standish, 


B.A. 
Hills, Henry Maurice 
Hindle, James 
Hindle, John Percival 
Holden, Thomas 
Holmes, Thomas Henry 
Horne, Alderson Burrell 
Hoyle, Percy Savile 
Hudson, Richard 
Hulme, Robert Edwards 
Humphries, Charles, LL.B. 
Huxtable, John Elliott 
Ives, Robert Garside 
Jobson, John 
Johnson, Bryan Edward 
Johnson, Robert Graver 
Jones, Ebenezer Gwyn 
Jones, Frederick Owen, B.A. 
Jones, Frederick Victor Madoc 
Jones, H: 
Jones, John Thomas 
Jones, Lloyd Overstone 
Jupp, Ernest Holroyd 
Kaye, Walter-Thoroton, B.A. 
Kimber, Henry Dixon, B.A. 
Kingsford, Frank 
Kitcat, Aubrey Paul, B.A. 





Preston, William 

Price, George Louis 

Priestly, Frederick Horace 
Puckridge, William Henry, B.A, 
Pugho, George Richard Gould 
Radclitfe, David Clarke 
Ransom, D’Oyley Scott 
Rastrick, Edwin Elliott 

Ray, Percy Charles 

Raybould, Alfred Jones 
Rayner, John Fawcett 
Reckitt, Charles Coleby 

Rees, David 

Richardson, Wilfred Topham, B.A. 
Ricketts, Lionel James Bevan 
Roberts, William Pierpoint 
Robinson, Cecil Peregrine 
Robinson, George 

Robinson, George Henry 
Rodgers, Robert 

Rogers, Charles 

Rogers, John 

Rose, John William, B.A. 
Russell, Charles 

Russell, John Speke 

Sandoe, Charles Frederick, B.A. 
Shaen, Arthur O’ Ferrall, M.A. 
Sharland, George 

Sharp, John Moverley 
Simpson, Harold 

Slater, Samuel Mills, B.A. 
Smith, Arthur 

Smith, Harry Hall Parson 
Smith, Reginald Ernest 
Smith, Robert Lionel Monk 
Smyth, Stuart Edward, B.A. 
Snell, John Beddome 

Soame, Charles Buckworth Herae 
Spencer, Augustus Thomas 
Stabler, James William 
Stanistreet, Arthur Frederick 
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Stephen, St. Leger Grant 
Stephens, David Evan 
Stephenson, Gerald 

Swarbreck, Thomas 

Talbot, Hugo 

Tanner, Edgar Robson, B.A. 
Taylor, Athelston Howard Odin 
Thicknesse, Ralph Thicknesee 


Thistelton, Alfred Edward, B.A. 


Thomas, Basil Lewis 
Thomas, William 

Thorn, Alfred Henry 
Thorne, William Calthorp 
Tooth, Adolphus 

Tourle, John Martin 
Townsend, Arthur Robert 
Treacher, Arthur Veary 
Turner, Theodore Guerdain 
Underhill, George Baddeley 
Wadsworth, Frank 

Waite, Henry Skinner 
Walker, William Arthur 
Walker, William Henry 
Wansey, Arthur Alfred 
Wathen, Fdward 

Watkins, Daniel 

Watkins, John Richard 


Watson, Henry, B.A. 
Watson, Thomas 

Webber, George William 
Webster, Herbert Walter 
Weston, George Augustus 
White, Charles Edward 
White, Edward 

White, George Alfred Huelin 
Wicks, Frederick 

Widdowson, William Joseph 
Wilkins, Walter Sydney 
Wilkinson, William 

Williams, Ernest Guodinch 
Williams, John Evans, B.A, 
Willson, George 

Wilson, Charles Frederick 
Wilson, Roland Henry Bourchier 
Wing, George Staunton, B.A. 
Winton, Leslie Charles 

Wise, Maurice 

Wood, Frank Peters 

Wood, Robert Samuel 
Woodbridge, Francis Charles 
Woodroffe, Edward Shrimpton 
Woolcombe, Gerald Douglas 
Woolstencroft, Johnson William 
Wright, Charles Hadfield 








Watson, Frank 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Snort Cavses. 

[The following notice has been issued by Mr. Justice Stirling] :—Any 
Cause intended to be heard as a Short Cause must be so marked in the 
Cause Book at least one clear day before the same can be put in the Paper 
to be so heard, and the necessary papers, including Minutes of the pro- 
posed Judgment or Order, must be left with the Judge’s Olerk one clear 
day before the Cause is to be put into the Paper. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Geratp Hunnyevn, solicitor, of Huntingdon and Thrapston, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Thrapston Board of Guardians, Assessment 
Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. 
Mr. Hunnybun was admitted a solicitor in 1873. He is clerk to the 
county magistrates at Thrapston. 

Mr. ALexanper Trorrsr, solicitor, of Lincoln, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Trotter was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1882. 

Mr. Georcze Asumatt, solicitor, of Lichfield, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Ashmall was 
admitted a solicitor in 1872. He is clerk to the Norton-under-Cannock 
School Board. 

Mr. AtAN Mactean Sxrinner, barrister, has been appointed Resident 
Councillor of Penang. Mr. Skinner is the second son of the late Mr. 
Alan Maclean Skinner, Q C., judge of county courts, and was born in 
1846. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1867, 
and he has been for several years Colonial Secretary for the Straits 
Settlements. 

Mr. Joun Henry Jones, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Jones & 
Blakeney), of Gloucester, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of that city 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Jones is the son of the late Mr. Anthony 
Gilbert Jones, solicitor, of Gloucester. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1874. He is deputy-clerk of the peace for the city of Gloucester (his 
elder brother, Mr. Francis William Jones, being clerk of the peace), and 
his partner, Mr. George Sheffield Blakeway, is Town Clerk of Gloucester. 

Mr. Grorce Epwarp Hituimay, solicitor, of Lewes and Eastbourne, has 
been elected Coroner for the Eastern Division of the County of Sussex, 
in succession to Mr. Wynne Edwin Baxter, resigned. Mr. Hillman has 
—— years acted as deputy-coroner. He was admitted a solicitor 

Mr. Georck Wircman Hemminc, Q.C., who has been appointed an 
Official Referee of the Supreme Court of Judicature, in succession to Mr. 
Charles Morris Roupell, resigned, is the second son of Mr. Henry Keene 
Hemming, and was born in 1821. He was formerly fellow of St. John’s 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated as senior wrangler and first 
Smith’s prizeman in 1844. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Easter Term, 1850. He was junior equity counsel to the Treasury from 
1871 till 1875, when he was appointed a Queen’s Counsel. Mr. Hemming 
was the joint author of several volumes of reports of cases in the court of 
Vice-Chancellor Wocd, and he is equity editor of the Law Reports, a 
bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and one of the standing counsel to the University 
of Cambridge. 

Mr. Curistoruer Tarr Ruopgs, solicitor, of Halifax and Bradford, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Percy Mavtz, solicitor (of the firm of Maule & Sons), of 
Huntingdon, St. Ives, and St. Neots, has been appointed a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 





Mr. Francis Henry Wiixinson, of the Madras Civil Service, has been 
appointed a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of Judicature at Madras. 

Mr. Henry Roscor, solicitor (of the firm of Field, Roscoe, Francis, & 
Osbaldeston), of 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been elected Chairman of 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association for the ensuing year. Mr. Roscoe 
was admitted a solicitor in 1856. He was president of the Incorporated 
Law Society in 1885. 

Mr. Epwarp Nicnotas Fenwick, stipendiary magistrate for the borough 
of Bradford, has been appointed a Stipendiary Magistrate for the 
metropolis, in succession to the Jate Mr. John Hosack. Mr. Fenwick is 
the third son of Mr. Edward Matthew Fenwick, barrister, and was born in 
1847. He was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated 
as a junior optime in 1869. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Hilary Term, 1873, and he formerly practised on the North-Eastern 
Circuit. Mr. Fenwick was appointed stipendiary magistrate for the 
borough of Bradford in 1885. 

Mr. Joun Sratiarp, jun., solicitor, of Worcester, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Stallard is the son 
of Mr. John Stallard, solicitor. He was admitted in 1879. 

Mr. Gsorce Brap.ey, jun., solicitor, of Pontefract and Castleford, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Castleford School Board. Mr. Bradley is the 
son of Mr. George Bradley, solicitor. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1869. 

Mr. Ronert Macieane Pavt, solicitor (of the firm of Smith, Paul, & 
Archer), of Truro, has been elected Town Clerk of that Borough in suc- 
cession to Mr. Frederick Hearle Cock, resigned. Mr. Paul is an M.A. of 
Exeter College, Oxford. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866. He is 
secretary to the Vice- Warden of the Stannaries, 

Mr. Francis Henry Jeune, barrister, who has been appointed Com- 
missary to the Dean and Chapter of Westminster, in succession to Mr. 
Justice Charles, is the eldest son of the Right Rev. Francis Jeune, Bishop 
of Peterborough, and was born in 1844. He wa; educated at Harrow, 
and he was formerly scholar of Balliol Co!lege, Oxford, where he 
graduated first-class in Classics in 1865. He obtained the Stanhope prize 
in 1863, and the Arnold prize in 1867, and he was afterwards elected a 
fellow of Hertford College. Mr. Jeune was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Michaelmes Term, 1868. He practises on the South- 
Eastern Circuit, and he is chancellor of the Dioceses of Durham, St. 
Albans, Gloucester, Bristol, St. David’s, St. Asaph, and Bangor, and 
official of the Archdeaconries of Surrey and Essex. 

Mr. Epwin Docker, solicitor, of Birmingham and Smethwick, has been 
elected Coroner for the Northern Division of Worcestershire, in succession 
to his father, the late Mr. Ralph Docker. Mr. E. Docker was admitted 
a solicitor in 1879. He had for several years acted as deputy-coroner for 
the division, and he is clerk to the King’s Norton Board of Guardians, and 
superintendent registrar. 

Mr. Atrrep Jonas, solicitor (of the firm of Cooke & Jonas), of 3, Old 
Serjeants’-inn, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Sypney Wazgs, solicitor (of the firm of Rooks & Co.), of 16, King- 
street, Cheapside, London, and of Cheshunt, has been appoiated a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths. Mr. Wales was admitted a solicitor in 
1881. 

Mr. Purutr 8S. Levy, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been appointed a Com- 
se mmged to administer Oaths, {c , in the Supreme Court of New South 

ales. 





PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 


JosgpH CrawsHaw and Simon CrawsHaw, solicitors (J. & S. Crawshaw), 
Taunton. Nov. 14. [ Gazette, Nov. 18.] 





GENERAL, 


In consequence of the inconvenience occasioned tu counsel and others 
engaged in Scotch and Irish appeals to the House of Lords by their having 
to wait sometimes two or three days while a previous case is being heard, 
their Lordships have decided in future (in Scotch and Irish cases) to put one 
appeal only in the paper for hearing on each day, instead of two as has 
hitherto been the vractice. 

Notice has been given that the London City Corporation propose to 
apply to Parliament next session for leave to bring in a Bill and to pass 
an Act giving power to the City coroner and his deputy to hold in- 
quiries into the cause of fires within the City boundaries, and to empower 
the Lord Mayor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, or one of her Majesty’s 
Secretaries of State, and such other body or person as the Bill may provide, 
to order such inquests to be held. 

On the 17th inst., ata meeting of the Common Council of J.ondon, the 
Law and City Courts’ Committee brought up a report on the subject of the 
appointment of assistant judge of the Mayor’s Court. They stated that the 
Recorder had now submitted an appointment by him, and approved by the 
Lord Chancellor, of Mr. Francis Roxburgh to be an assistant judge of the 
Court “‘ for a term of twenty-one years from the date of such appointment 
or as much thereof for which he (the Recorder) had the power to appoint.’’ 
That form had been settled by Mr. R. 8. Wright on the instructions of the 
City Solicitor, and, as it appeared to meet the requirements of the 
Act, and of the Order in Council, under which the appointment was 
made, the committee now recommended it to the approval of the court. The 
salary of the late Mr. Brandon, who had been forty years in the service of 
the corporation, was latterly £2,000 a year, but they recommended that Mr. 
Roxburgh’s salary should be £1,200 a year, to date from March 25th last, 
since which date Mr. Roxburgh had been presiding in the Mayor’s Court. 
; After much discussion the report was adopted with a few dissentients. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRripay, Nov. 18, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ComMMERCIAL Union Trust Co, Limitep.—Stirling, J., has fixed Nov 25, at 12, 

at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ATLAS PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Nov 17, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Nov 26. rossman 
& Prichard, Theobald’s road, Gray’s inn, agents for Kidson & Co, Sunderland, 
solors for petners 

CouUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

LIVERPOOL EXCHANGE BANKING Co. LimiTeD.—By an order dated Oct 10, John 
Sutherland Harmood Banner, 24, North John st, Liverpool, has been appointed 
official liquidator 

PALACE HOTEL HYDROPATHIC AND Spa Co, LIMITED.—By an order dated Oct 31, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Hardman, Manchester, solor 
for petners 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

MANCHESTER BuRY, ROCHDALE, AND OLDHAM STEAM TrRAMWAYS Co.—By an 
order made by the Vice Chancellor, dated Nov 7, it was ordered that the com- 
pany be wound + Addleshaw & Warburton. Manchester, solors for petners 

"“RIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

PENLLYN BENEFIT LOAN Socrety, Penllyn, nr Cwm-y-glo, Carnarvon. Nov 15 

St PETER’S BENEFIT SOCIETY FOR FEMALES, John st Mission Room, Walsall, 
Stafford. Nov 14 

SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
BARREL INN FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Barrel Inn, Ross, Hereford. Nov 15 
7s SOCIETY OF RECHABITES, JONADAB Tent, 47, High st, Bala, Merioneth. 
ov 15 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 22, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
IMITED IN CHANCERY. 

“ CHARLES DICKENS” MINING Co, LimITED.—Petn for winding up. presented Nov 
17, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Dec 3, Stretton & Co, 
Cornhill, solors for petners 

CONTRACT AND AGENCY CORPORATION, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Nov 19, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, Dec 3. Nokes & 
Stammers, Basinghall st, solors for petner 

DEVONPORT PUBLIC HAtt Co, LimrTreD.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated 
Nov 12, it was ordered that the volunt winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Park Nelson & Co, Essex st, Strand, agents for Rundle & Martyn, 
Devonport, solors for petners 

ENGLISH FARMERS’ MEAT SUPPLY ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, 
presented Noy 22, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Dec 3. 
Thomson & Ward, Nicholas lane, solors for petners 

EQUESTRIAN AND PUBLIC BUILDINGS Co, LiMiTED. — By an order made by 
Charles, J., dated Oct 12, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Curtis & Hilton, Union ct, Old Broad st, solors for petner 

WEst INDIES WATER RIGHTS ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.— Chitty, J., has fixed 
aes ol Dec 1, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 

iquidator 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

InDUsTRY COTTON SPINNING Co, LimITED.—By an order made by Bristowe, 
V.C., dated Nov 1, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Sale & Co, 
Manchester, agents for Wrigley & Ciaydon, Oldham, solors for petners 

LIVERPOOL VicToRIA LOAN AND BankKING Co. LimiTED.—The Vice-Chancellor 
has, by an order dated Oct 10, appointed John Stubbs, 41, North John st, 
Liverpool, to be official liquidator 

NUTSFORD VALE BLEACHING AND DYEING Co, Lim1TED.—By an order made by 
Bristowe, V.C., dated Nov 1, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Dixon, Manchester, solor for petner 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

MANCHESTER. BURY, ROCHDALE, AND OLDHAM STEAM Tramways Co.—The Vice 
Chancellor has fixed Friday, Dec 2, at 10, at Duchy chbrs, 2, Clarence st, Man- 
chester, for the panes of an official liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
FourTH REFORMED BENEFIT Society, Rising Sun Inn, Droitwich, Worcester. 
ov 17 

PERSEVERANCE LODGE, ORDER OF Drurps’ Socrety, Royal Hotel, Church st, 

Pendleton, Manchester. Nov 17 








Tenders will be received at the Bank of England on the 29th of 
November for £600,000 Metropolitan Board of Works Consolidated Three 
per Cents., with interest payable quarterly. The stock is redeemable in 
1941, unless previously cancelled by purchases in the open market. The 
minimum price of issue is 984 per cent., and the money is required for 
street improvements, main drainage, bridges, and other works. The 
security for this stock is the same as for the Three-and-a-Half and Three 
per Cents. already created. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov 8. 
BARROW, yaanom, Old Post Office st, Calcutta. Dec5. Rogers, Westminster 
¢ rs, 8.W. 
BEASLEY, RICHARD DUNELEY, Grantham, Lincoln, Master of Arts. Dec 15, Few 
& Co, Surrey st, Strand 
Berayy] RoBERT, Newport, Isle of Wight, Iankeeper. Nov 30. Pittis, Newport, 
Cuavce, REBECCA, Manor st, Clapham. Deci, Webbers & Duncan, Furnival’s 
nn 
— — Gueeen, Shaftesbury rd, Hammersmith, Gent. Dec 20. Patten, 
ray’s inn s 
Davis, HENRY. Hall st, Birmingham, Surgeon. Dec14. Restall, Birmingham 
Dopp, Major-General Cxci Davin JaMgs, Junior United Service Club. Dec 3. 
Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 
ne sane, Whitchurch, Southampton, Gent. Feb 16. Pain & Clarke, 
shure. 
FREER, LEAcROFT, Oakfield, Kingswinford, Stafford, Eeq. Dec15. Harwards & 
@o, Stourbridge 
GEAVES, JAMES RICHARD, Twickenham. Dec 15, James, Exeter 
GODWIN, JOHN, Longton, Shoe Dealer. Dec 3i. Adderley & Marfieet, Longton 
GOoosE, Long Sutton. Decl. Mossop & Mossop, Sutton 
HARTLIFFE, MARGARET, Somerstown, Kingston-upon-Hull. Jan 16. Middle- 


miss & Pearce, Hull 
Hopson, JANE, Bath. Jan3. Inman & Co, Bath 


Hopper, WILLIAM, Hurworth, Durham. Dec 10. Steel, Sunderland 
Horn, ae Ann, Lansdowne rd, Notting hill. Dec 10, Le Riche & Norman, 


ood lane 
Hu tmeE, HENRY, Laveeport. Surgeon. Dec 3i. Stevenson & Co, Manchester 
JOHNSON, THOMAS, Midhurst, Solicitor. Dec 15. Johnson & Son, Midhurst 
MARTINO, ANNE, Ranmoor, Sheffield. Dac5. Swift & Ashington, Sheffield 
MarwoopD, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. Dec2i. Martinson, Hull 
Maram. Lael WILLIAM DastrE, Old Trafford, Manchester. Nov 30. Booth, 
anchester 
OXLEY, JOHN, Greasbrough, Rotherham, York, Retired Blacksmith. Dec 1. 
Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
PARKMAN, JOHN SANDERS, Church End, Finchley. Jan4. Rawlings. Walbrook 
PAYNE, JOHN MANNING, Northampton. Nov 30. Andrew & Smith, Northamp- 


ton 
Payne, THomas, Landor rd, Stockwell. Dec 6. Maidment, Wimpole st 
POWELL, GABRIEL WILLIAM, Brecon, Wales, Gent. Dec 1. intle & Son, 
Newnham, Gloucestershire 
RouND, MARGARET, Colchester. Dec 17. Turner & Co, Colchester 
SAVILLE, WHITAKER, Bradfurd, Accountant. Dec7. Atkinson & Wi'son, Brad- 


ford 
ee Wate Hannah, Aigburth, nr Liverpool. Feb8. Peacock & Co, Liver- 
00! 


Pp 
~~ Rev Taomas, Storrs, Wiodermere, Westmoreland, Clerk in Holy 


ers. Dec2i. Arnold & Greenwo: en 

WALLs, Jonn, Lan . Sussex, Market ener. Dec 3i. Holmes, Worthing 

WaAREHAM. WILLIAM, Hook, Surrey. Jani4. Rye & Co. Golden sq 

WILLCOx, RoseErt, Oldbury on Severn, Gloucester, Auctioneer and Valuer. Deo 
12. Scarlett & Co, Thornbury, R.S.O 

WILLIAMS, JOSEPH. Shakespeare rd, Herne hill. Decl. J —- 

Wane, J Anns, — Hose Asylum, Heavitree, Devon. Nov 30. J & 

ope, Exeter 








WARNING TO INTENDING House PuacHAsERS AND LESSEES. —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the oy a thoroughly examined by an 
expert from The Sanitary Engin g & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ ADVT.] 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 





Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date APPEAL COURT APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
saat No. 1, No. 2. Kay. ' Currry. 
Mon., Nov. 28 Mr. Ward Mr. Rolt Mr. Jackson Mr. Pemberton] 
Tuesday ...29  Rolt Ward Koe Clowes 
Wednesday 30 Clowes Rolt Jackson Pemberton 
Thurs,Dec, 1 Pemberton Ward Koe Clowes 
Friday ...... 2 Koe Rolt Jackson Pemberton 
Saturday... 3 Jackson Ward Koe Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra, £ G. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, November... 28 Mr. Beal Mr. Leach Mr, " 
ET. ccnapeiauineniie 29 Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
Wednesday .............0.+ 30 Beal Leach Carrington 
Thursday, December... 1 Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
SOIT .. sccccoccccenesern nestwie 2 Beal Leach Carrington 
EE 3 Pugh Godfrey Lavie 





ov 14 
Bama Ropgkrt, Gt Grimsby, Beerhouse Keeper. Gt Grimsby. Pet Novi15. Ord 
Vv 15 


Oo 

Benne, Pam Heyvry, Clifton, Bristol, Scenic Artist. Bristol. Pet Nov 15. 
r ov 15 

Bounyete, Epwin James, Gutter lane, Glover. High Court. Pet Oct2!. Ord 


Buruan, Faawees, Edith gr, Fulham rd, Architect. High Court. Pet Oct 7. Ord 
CaustiEta, SaxvEt HARTLEY, Shipley, Yorks, Printer. Bradford. Pet Nov 15. 
CLARKE, ARTHUR, Baston, Lincoln, Cattle Dea'er. Peterborough. Pet Nov 165. 
Cnawstiaw Tsatc, Southport, Lancs, Cab Proprietor. Liverpool. Pet Nov 14. 


Crort, EpWAkD, Harrogate, Boot Dealer. York. Pet Nov14. Ord Noy 14 

—— -\ OSEPH, wim yt Wharf, Battersea, Packing Case Maker. Wandsworth. 
et Nov 14. Ord Nov 14 

Bram, THoMas, Macsteg, Glamorgan, Soulptor. Cardiff. Pet Nov 14. Ord 


ov 14 
Frew, Papwortu, Neddingworth, Huntingdon, Shoemaker. Peterborough. 
Pet Nov 15. Ord Nov 15 
Com, ARTHUR JOHN, Bolton, out of business. Bolton. Pet Oct 31. Ord 
14 


ov 
eee ay Pt Nottingham, out of business. Nottinghem. Pet Nov 
14. Ord Nov 14 
GrirFiTHs, THoMAs, Pantyrheol, nr Britonferry, Glamorgan, Haulier. Neath. 
Pet Nov 15. Ord Nov 15 
Geenee 2 eg — Se Barking, Essex, Soap Maker. Chelmsford, 
e ov 5. ov 
HARKER, JouN, Reeth, Yorks, Grocer. Northallerton. Pet Nov 16. Ord Nov 16 
ae, aaEe, Birmingham, Jewellers’ Factor. Birmingham. Pet Nov 14. 
ov 
Hanageom, ouraen, West Melton, Yorks, Grocer. Sheffield, Pet Novié. Ord 
ovi 


Hurst, WiLL1aAM, Eastbourne, Sussex, Coal Dealer. Eastbourne and Lewes. 
Ord Oct 31. Ord Nov 16 

HvTLEY, AGNES, Leeds, Widow. Leeds. Pet Nov 15. Ord Nov 15 

JOHNSON, LOUISA SARAH, Worcester, Gasfitter. Worcester. Pet Novi6é, Ord 


Nov 16 
KEEN | rae Southport, Gab Proprietress. Liverpool. Pet Nov 16, Ord 
ov il 
Kuno, Sat, Guiaton, nr Easingwold, Yorkshire, Farmer. York. Pet Nov 16. 
ov 





Kirby, STEPHEN, Leavening, Yorkshire, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Nov 14, 
Ord Nov 14 
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Livesry, Epwin, and JAMEs TAYLOR, Bradford, Pin Snateenee. Bradford. 
Pet Nov 15. Ord Nov 15 

MASTERMAN, THOMAS HENRY, Middleham, Yorkshire, out of business. North- 
allerton. Pet Nov 14. Ord Novi4 

MILNER, GEORGE, Baveriey, Yorkshire, Hairdresser. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
Nov 15. Ord Nov 15 

MorGAN, } Nash LEIGH, Newcastle on Tyne, India Rubber Manufac- 
turer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Oct 31. Ord Nov 14 

Nicuo.as, THomas, Skewen, nr Neath, Glamorganshire, Draper. Neath. Pet 
Nov 16. Ord Novi6 

PETERS, JOSEPH WALKER, and CHARLES ALFRED STEVENS, Redcross st, South- 
wark, Artists in Stained Glass. High Court. Pet Novi4, Ord Nov 14 

PIGOTT, EVERSFIELD Borry, Ellistield, Hampshire, Clerk in Holy Orders, Win- 
chester. Pet Oct 17. Ord Nov 16 

RoGeErs, —_ Bargates, Whitchurch, Salop, Accountant. Nantwich. Pet Nov 
14. Ord Nov 14 

Russet, JoHN WILLIAM, Brockley lane, Lewisham, Boot Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Sept 22. Ord Nov 14 

SANDERS, WILLIAM FREDERICK, High st, Staines, Clockmaker. Kingston, Pet 
Nov 16. Ord Nov 16 

SCHOFIELD, JANE, Huddersfield, Boot Maker. Huddersfield. Pet Novi14. Ord 


Ov 14 
Scorr. Jutia ANN, Newcastle on Tyne, Furniture Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. 


Pet Novi6. Ord Nov 16 
SLATER, FRED, Pitsmoor, Sheffield, Agent. Sheffield. Pet Nov 12. Ord Nov 12 
Pet Nov5. Ord Nov 16 


Swain, DAvipD, Bath, Engineer’s Manager. Bath. 
Tame, CHARLES, Plymouth, Painter. East Stonchouse. Pet Nov 16. Ord 


High Court. Pet Oct 27. 


Nov 16 

TULK, HERBERT, Walbrook, Promoter of Companies. 
Ord Nov 14 

WappaMs, THomAS RIcHu — Stroud, Gloucestershire, Hatter. Gloucester. Pet 
Novi4. Ord Novi 

WALKER, H * A, Es “2 "incanuiitk, Kent, Builders. 
Ord Novy 15 

WARWICK, GEORGE, Poland st, Oxford st, Goldsmith. High Court. Pet July 13. 


Ord Nov 14 
Wickrs, Henry Apotrnus, Ecclesfield, Finsbury park, Builder, High Court. 


Greenwich. Pet Aug 15. 


Pet Nov 16. Ord Nov 16 
WILpDMAN, N, Guildford, Surrey, Butcher. Guildford. Pet Novi. Ord Nov 15 
Ware, acme, Liverpool, Nail Manufacturer, Liverpool. Pet Nov 14. Ord 


Wats, “‘Jomm, Vronheulog, Ceidio, Carnarvonshire, Land Agent. Bangor. 
Pet Nov 16. Ord Nov 16 % 
WILLIAMS, JoserH WILLIAM BatTTYE, Liverpool, Hosier. Liverpool. Pet Nov 


16. Ord Nov 16 
va ee FREDERICK, Bournemouth, Jobmaster. Poole. Pet Nov 14. 
ir ov 14 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 15. 
Pracu, THOMAS, jun, Sheepshed, Leicestershire, Butcher. 


10. Ord Nov 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


CLIFFORD, FREDERICK, and CHARLES FisH BRAND, Rendlesham rd, Clapton, 
Drysalters. Nov 25at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn af 
Crort, EDWARD, Harrogate, Boot Dealer. Nov 28 at 12.30. Off Rec, York 


Davis, WILLIAM, Haverfordwest, Innkeeper. Nov 26 at 11, Off Rec, Carmarthen 


Leicester. Pet Nov 


DorMER, CHARLES EDWIN, Lower Edmonton, Maker of Underclothing. Nov 25 
at11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Few, Parpwortu, Needingworth, Hunts, ‘Shoemaker. Dec 7 at 12. Cou nty 


Court, Peterborough ‘ 
ForGgHaM, JOHN, Liverpool, Gent. Nov 29 at3, Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
30 at 12. Off Rec, 3, Haven 


16, Wood st, 


poo : 
FRaYNE, ROBERT, Gt Grimsby, Smackowner, Nov 

st, Gt Grimsby ‘ 
GREEN, — JOHN, Bolton, out of business. Nov 29 at 11. 


0. 
Hawngoxt, Gono, Bedale, Yorks, Jeweller. Nov 28 at 11.30, Court house, 
allerton 
HovuGHTON, WILLIAM, Caveriey, Yorks, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 28 ati1. Off 
Off Rec, Wor- 


, 22, Park row, Leeds vi 
JOUNSON, eer SaraH, Worcester, Gasfitter. Nov 30 at 11. 
Nov 28 at 2.45. Off 


Ema) teeny, Oulston, nr Easingwold, Yorks, Farmer. 
Rec, 17, Blake st, York 

MORGAN, "RicHARD NASH LEIGH, Newcastle on Tyne, India Rubber Manufac- 
turer. Nov 28 at 11. Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

OxForD, WILLIAM, Bournemouth, Grocer. Nov 29 at 2.30, Off , Salisbu 

PaGE, JAMES, Hastings, Licensed Victualler. Nov 25 at2. County Court Office, 
Hasting s 

RAINER, JAMES FREDERICK, Billett rd, Walthamstow, Brickmaker’s Foreman. 
Nov 2 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

REDSHAW, HENRY, Leeds, out of business, Nov 25at12. Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


8 

RoBINsON, THOMAS CROSTHWAITE, Grasmere, Westmoreland, Draper. Nov 26 at 
11. 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

RoGskrs, JoHN, Bargates, Whitchurch, Salop, Accountant. Nov 25 at 4. 
Hotel, Crewe 

SANDERS, PHILIP JAMES, Wolverhampton, Whiting Dealer. Nov 26at11. Off 
Rec, St Peter’s close Wolverhampton 

SCHOFIELD, JANE, Huddersfield, Boot Maker. Nov 28 at11. Haigh & Sons, New 
st. Huddersfield 

mn JAMES, Leeds, Knitter. Nov 25ati1, Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

COTT, JULIA ANN, Newcastle on Tyne, Furniture Dealer. Nov 30 at 11. Off Rec, 

ues ~~ lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

SIDEBOTHAM, JOHN, Wolverhampton, Journeyman Locksmith. Nov 26 at 11.30. 
Off Rec, 8t Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 

THOMAE, FREDERICK, Crouch hill rd, Hornsey, Merchant. Nov 25 atil. Bank- 
ruptcy bldga, Portugai st. Lincoln’s inn 

WATERLAND, HENRY, Goole, Yorkshire, Builder. Nov 25at11. The Lowther 


Royal 


Hotel. Goole 
Warm, ¢ GEORGE JOHN, Deal, Publican. Nov 25 at 4. Shakespeare Hotel, 
over 
Wison, ELIZABETH, Whetstone, Innkeeper. Nov 29 at 11.30. 16 Room, 30 & 31, 
8t Swithin’s lane 
Wits0on, Wir11AM FREDERICK, Bournemouth, Jobmaster. Nov 28 at 12.30, 


Criterion Hotel, Bournemouih 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 
Smrrn, Tomas J AmMEs, West Smethwick Staffordshire, Coal Dealer. Nov 21 at 
10.30, County Court, Oldbury 
ADJ UDICATIONS. 
BaRR, gop Gt Grimsby, Beerhouse Keeper. Gt Grimsby. Pet Nov 15. 


Ord Nov 15 
— > H H, Ryde, I W, Grocer. Newport and Ryde. Pet Sept 26. Ord 
BRADLEY, ALFRED, Mottram in Longdendale, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Ashton 


Brown, GOODMAN, Kingsland green, Kingsland, Builder. High Court. Pet 


Sept 15. Ord Nov 
Brown, Harry, ad ll on Thames, Mantle Warehouseman. Kingston, 
Surrey. Pet Oct13. Ord Nov'15 
CLARKE, ARTHUR, Baston, Lincs, Cattle Dealer, Peterborough. Pet Nov 15, 
d Nov 15 
CRANSHAW, ISAAC, Southport, Cab Proprietor. Liverpool. Pet Nov 14. Ord 


Nov 14 

CroFT, EpwarD, Harrogate, Boot Dealer. York. Pet Novi4, Ord Nov 14 

Davem, A Haverfordwest, Innkeeper. Pembroke Dock. Pet Nov 9, 

re ov 16 

Drx, Jon, Maiden jene, Oov ent Garden, Club Proprietor. High Court. Pet 
Sept 16. Ord Nov - 

Duy, J —_ to RED, Roland gdns, South Kensington. High Court. Pet Oct 

3. rc ov 16 
EVANs. + ee Maesteg, Glamorgan, Sculptor. Cardiff. Pet Nov 14. Ord 


Pet Oct 28. Ord 
FornEs, Grnwant, address unknown, Member of Travellers’ Club. High Court. 


Pet June 7. Ord Nov1 
FORGHAM, JOBN, Liverpool, Gent. Pet Oct 19. Ord Nov 16 
Pet Oct '7, 


Liverpool. 
GREEN, ABEL, Tunstall, Farmer. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
Ord Nov 11 


GREEN, ARTHUR JOHN, Bolton, out of business. Bolton. Pet Oct 31. Ord Nov 16 
GREEN, WALTER, JOSEPH, Bury, Lancashire, Mantle Manufacturer. Manchester. 


Vv 14 
Fooxs. Twos, Weymouth, Restaurant Keeper. Dorchester. 


Pet Sept 28. Ord Nov 16 
GRIFFITHS, THoMAS, Pantyrhoel, nr Britonferry, Glamorganshire, Haulier. 
HIcKMAN. WILLIAM Fuponons, Caxton rd, Shepherd’s bush, Gent. High Court, 
Pet Nov 3. Ord Novi 
High Court. Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 
Hv —— FRANCIS RICHARD, High st, ; ag Licensed Victualler, High 
HUvTLEY, AGNES, Leeds, Widow. Leeds. Pet Nov 15. 
KEEN, ELIZABETH, Southport, Cab Proprietress, Liverpoo', Pet Nov 16. Ord 
KINDRED, JOHN, Alston, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Oct 24. Ord 
Nov 14 
KinG, Henry, Oulston, nr Easingwold, Yorks, Farmer. Yov 16, 
LIVESEY, EDWIN, and JAMES TAYLOR, Bradford, Pin Manufacturer. Bradford. 
Pet Nov 14. Ord Nov 15 
Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov 14 : 
LorD, Mary JANE, Harrogate, Boarding house Keeper. York. Pet Oct 13. 
LowE, GEORGE HENRY, West Cowes, vane of Wight, Confectioner. Newport and 
Ryde. Pet Nov10. Ord Nov 
Pet Nov8. Ord Nov 14 
MorGan, RicHarpD Naso LEIGH, Newcastle on Tyne, India Rubber Manu- 
facturer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Oct 31. Ord Nov 15 
Nov 15 
Pipcock, HAMILTON, jun, St |) —_rd 8 Dock House, Tower Hill, Clerk. High 
PLATT, JOE CROWTHER, Post st, Padtield, Derbyshire, Butcher. Ashton under 
Lyne and Stalybridge. Pet Aug 26. Ord Aug 31 
Pet Sept21. Ord 
Nov 16 
Nov 5. Ord Nov 
SCHOFIELD, JANE, Huddersfield, Boot Maker. Huddersfield, Pet Novi4. Ord 


Neath. Pet Nov15. Ord Nov 15 
HvuGHEs, WILLIAM, and Sow IN Pakr, wemhaatow, Essex, Boot Manufacturers, 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 16 
Ord Nov 15 
Nov 1 
York, Pet N 
Ord Nov 16 
Lock, ANTHONY EASTERLY, Upper Richmond rd, Putney, Oilman. Wandsworth. 
Ord Nov 15 
y' 
McItroy, Isaac, Clifton, Bristol, Clerk. Bristol. 
NETTLETON, Davip, Dewsbury, Yorks, Publican. Dewsbury. Pet Nov 9. Ord 
Court. Pet Oct 14. Ord Nov 1 
PRINCE, GEORGE, Pont st, Belgravia, Secretary. High Court. 
Sameqpe, PuHILip JAMES, avenge, Whiting Dealer. Wolverhampton. 
14 
SLATER, FRED, Sheffield, Agent. Sheffield. Pet Nov 12. Ord Nov 12 


SmirH, TIMOTHY, JOHN, Brinkley, Cambridgeshire, Turf Agent. Cambridge. 
Pet Sept 22, Ord Nov 16 
TAITE, JOHN MaGnus, High st, Poplar, Shipwright. High Court. Pet Nov 12. 
r ov 15 
WESTON, ALDEN, Pall Mall, Gent. High Court. Pet Sept 30. Ord Nov 14 


WHiteE, B. J., Cuteiains a Seething lane, Commission Agent. High Court. 
Pet Oct'8. Ord Nov 1 
Pet Nov 


WILLIAMS = S Wiax BatryE, Liverpool, Hosier. 
14. Or 
Walnw RIGHT, 5 slang Huddersfield, Printer. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 31. Ord 
ov 15 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Nov. 15. 
MantTZ, HEINRICH F'REDRICH, Canning Town, Essex, Baker. High Court. Pet 


Nov 11. Ord Novit 
zette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALMOND, JOHN, Blackburn, Publican. Blackburn. Pet Oct 29. Ord Nov 19 


sony HENRY, Crewe, Ironmonger. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet Novis. Ord 
ov 18 
Pet Nov 18. 


Liverpool. 


oe ~" oem, Swimbridge, Devon, Publican. Barnstaple. 
rd Nov 18 

BAKER, JOSEPH, Salisbury, Coal Dealer. Salisbury. Pet Novi6é. Ord Nov:6 
Barrow, CHARLES HENRY, Wolverhampton, Hairdresser. Wolverhampton. 

Pet Nov7. Ord Nov 
amet ty a Warboys, Hunts, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Noy 9. 
rd Nov 19 
Busnews, 3 ALFRED KENWORTHY, Leeds,’Bus Driver. Leeds. Pet Novi7. Ord 


Cuapwicx, EDWIN MENTOR, New Humberstone, Leicestershire, Carter. Leices- 
ter. Pet Nov19. Ord Nov 19 
CoMPTON, JOHN Boston, Potton, Beds, Gardener. Bedford. Pet Novi7. Ord 


Nov 17 
OsuEe, ToAnem, Lianelly, Carm, Confectioner. Carmarthen. Pet Novis. Ord 
Pet Novi19. Ord 


EAMONSON, GEORGE WILLIAM, West Ham jena, Forest Gate, out of business. 
High Court. Pet Novis. Ord Nov 18 
ee a Gaywood, Norfolk, Stonemason. King’s Lynn. Pet Nov 17. 
rd Nov 1 
sie J aE, saugien, Staffordshire, Beerseller. Stoke on Trent. Pet Novi7. 
rd Nov 1 
rans SARS, Swansea, Greengrocer’s Assistant. Swansea, Pet Nov 18. Ord 


ov 
Donn, jivam. Eastbourne, Builder. Eastbourne and Lewes. 


va pe Newcastle on Tyne, Brewer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Nov 
on 

Foy, THomas eeny, Pontardulais, Carmarthenshire. Grocer. Carmarthen. 
WILLIAM HEnkY, Ramsgate, Builder. Canterbury. Pet Nov 18. Ord 





under Lyne and Stalybridge. Pet Nov 11, Ord Nov 14 


Pet Nov17. Ord Nov 17 
GOODMAN, 
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GOODWIN, » HEMT, , ~T- xo Park rd, Bermondsey, Baker. High Court. Pet 
Nov 17 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM GEORGE, Newcastle on Tyne, Oil Merchant. Newcastle on 

me. Pet Novi9. Ord Nov 19 

HOWE ee J P, Newport, Mon, Timber Merchant. Cardiff. Pet Nov 5. Ord 
Nov 1 

HowELLs, hd R, Cardiff. Saw Mill Agent. Cardiff. Pet Nov5. Ord Nov 15 

HvuGHEs, ALFRED, St Martin’s, nr Chirk, Salop, Cattle Dealer. Wrexham. Pet 
Nov 17. Ord Nov 17 


JoNnES, JAMES, Chester, Bootmaker. Chester. Pet Nov19. Ord Nov 19 
KING, poesme, Stapleton, Gloucester, Carpenter. Bristol. Pet Nov 19, Ord 


KimpY, Taonas, Leavening, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Nov 19, Ord 
Mei MrriaAM SARAH, Winchester, Greengrocer. Winchester. Pet Nov 
18. 


Ord Nov 18 
L&E, AlFRED, Bradford, Hair Dresser. Bradford. Pet Nov17. Ord Nov 17 
Lucas, THOMAS, Quorndon, Leicester, Watchmaker. Leicester. Pet Nov 18. 
Neath. Pet Nov 19. Ord 


iv 18 
Mapnox, * ee Aberayon, Glamorgan, Butcher. 
ov 1 
MICKLEM, THOMAS, jun, address unknown, Stationer. High Court. Pet Oct 13. 
Ord Nov 18 


MoorE, THOMAS, Newport, Mon, out of business. Newport, Mon. Pet Nov 17. 
Ord Nov 17 


MYERS, EDWARD, Halifax, Cabinet Maker. Halifax. Pet Nov17. Ord Nov 17 

NrewMAN, THOMAS HENRY, and GEORGE <p me S Cornwood, Devon, Millers. 
East Stonehouse. Pet Nov 19. Ord Nov 

Pamgym, “aac Clittov, Bristol, Oil eae” Bristol. Pet Nov 17. Ord 
ov 


PETERs, MILEs, Sy rd, Camberwell, out of business. High Court. Pet 


ov 19. Ord N 

PICKERING, EDWARD, rr Butcher. Sunderland. Pet Oct 28. Ord 

PINKER, ERNEST, Steyning, Sussex, Mason. Brighton, Pet Nov17. Ord Nov 17 

PITTMAN, HENRY, Basinghall st, Agent. High Court. Pet Nov3. Ord Nov 18 

fLADE, THOMAS GEORGE, Rodney rd, Walworth, Bootmaker. High Court. Pet 
Novi7. Ord Nov 17 

SMITH, FREDRICK, Coleman st, Builder. High Court. Pet Sept 29. Ord Nov 17 

Gurr, ewe SON, Birkenhead, Nurseryman. Birkenkead. Pet Nov 15. 

rd NOV 

Spary, CHARLES JOHN, Ventnor, Isle of b.. Vight, Livery Stable Keeper. Newport 
and Ryde. Pet Nov 15. Ord Nov 

SuMMERS, WILLIAM, Eastville, Ghonssstenshie, out of business. Bristol. Pet 
Nov19. Ord Nov 19 

Tuongs, sapeatae, and GEORGE, SAMUEL, Cardiff, Builders. Cardiff. Pet Nov 17. 


Tan, bs gee A or Bridgwater, Commercial Traveller. Bridgwater. 
Cc rc ov 
ala quae Sei STEPHEN, Tonbridge, Carpenter. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Nov 
r ovi 
Vavu x. ‘Rareat Tuoxas, Sunderland, Ironmonger. Sunderland. Pet Nov 17. 
r ov 

WHITAKER, JAMES, Cromwell — West Kensington Park, Builder. High 
Court. Pet Oct 27. Ord Nov 

WIDDOWSON, JAMES, Kimberiey, Wottinehemshine, Baker. Nottingham. Pet 
Nov 18, Ord Novi 

WING, + gaa Kentish 1 town rd, Blind maker. High Court. Pet Novis. Ord 


ov 1 
Ta, me Reading, late Sheriff’s Officer. Reading. Pet Nov 16. Ord 
ov 


FIRST MEETING 
AHRBECKER, HENRY CONRAD, Stamford st, ‘Lambeth, Engineer. Nov 29 at 11. 

83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

AKER, JOSEPH, Salisbury, Coal Dealer. Nov 30at3. Off Rec, Salisbury 

LARRAUD, MARK HENRY, Clifton, Bristol, Scenic Artist. Dec 7 at 12. “On Ree, 
Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

BLANKLEY, FREDERICK, Phi'ip lane, Cripplegate, Brace Manufacturer. Nov 29 
ati2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CANSFIELD, SAMUEL HARTLEY, Idle, Yorks, Printer. Dec 1 at 11. Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 

Cua. = ARTHUR, Baston, Lincolnshire, Cattle Dealer. Dec7 at 12. UCounty 
Court, Peterborough 

CRANSHAW, Isaac, Southport, Cab Proprietor. Nov 30 at 2.30. Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
toria st, Liverpool 

Davies, HuGH, Corwen, Merionethshire, Boot Maker. Nov 29 at 12. Off Rec, 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

DERBY, ALBERT WILLIAM, West India Dock rd, Plumber. Nov 29 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

EceErs, ADOLPHUS, Milton rd, Stoke Newington, ae occupation. Nov 30 at1l, 
16 Reom, 30 & 31, St Swithin’s lane 

Bvams, THOMAS, Maesteg, Gla Glamorganshire, Sculptor. Nov 29 at 12. Off Rec, 

3, Crockberbtown, 
F LICKERS, pf ~ Union ct, Old Broad st, Merchant. Deci at 11. 33, Carey st, 
coln’s inn 

ForD, ORLANDO, Swansea, Greengrocer’s Assistant. Dec 1 at 12. Off Rec, 6, 
Rutland st, Swansea 

FoastTER, ey Monkseaton, Newcastle on Aye Common Brewer. Dec 8 at 
10.30. Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

FULLER, JOHN HAZEL, Watling st, Commission Agent. Nov 80 at 11. 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln's inn 

Funston, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Provision Dealer’s Assistant. Nov 30 at2. Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Lg ow 

GoopMAN — HENRY, msgate, Kent, Builder. Nov 30at4. 72, High 


st, 

GRAHAM, WILLIAM GEORGE, Newcastle on Tyne, Oil Merchant, Dec 3 at 11.30. 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

GRason, RICHARD HENRY, Bradford, nr Manchester, Builder. Nov £9 at 11.30. 
Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bri: dge st, Manchester 

GREEN, WALTER JOSEPH, Bury, Lancs, Mantle Maker. Nov 29at12. Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

GREENDALE, BENJAMIN, Nottingham, out of business. Nov 29at11. Off Rec, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 

a 'HOMAS, Pantyrheol, or Briton Ferry, Glam, Haulier. Nov 29 at 12. 
Castle Hotel, Neath 


ILoW, THOMAS, Birmingham, Grocer. Nov 30at 3. 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
HICKMAN, bag THEODORE, Caxton rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent. Nov 29 at 
2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

HowELL, GEORGE A, Abney rd, Putney, Gent, Nov 29 at3. 109, Victoria st, 


Westminster 

IiuTLEY, AGNES, Leeds, Widow. Nov 29 at11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

JARDINE, WILLIAM, Gt Winchester st, Diamond Merchant.’ Dec i at 11. Bank- 
y bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


KEEN, ZA, Goumapert, Cab Proprietress. Nov 3)at 3. Off Rec, 35, Vic- 


xucun @ Tattast, Ho den, Yorks, Printer. Dec 
RELAND, LIAM, Howden, Yor nter. 1at2. Incorporated Law 
Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull “gh; 


at Bradford, Hairdresser. Dec 1 at 10.30. Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 


lovee, oy and j= TAYLOR, Bepfieed, Pin Manufacturers. Dec 1 at 
31, Manor row, Bradt 
Lock, ANTHONY EASTERBY, Crewe Richmond rd, Putney, Oilman. Nov 29 at 12. 
09, Victoria st, Westmias 
Marie, , Maas EDWARD, Norwich, Grocer. Nov 29 at 2. Off Rec, King st, 


Moore, “THOMAS Newport, joa, out of business. Nov 30 at i1. Off Reo, 12, 
Trede gar pi, Tee Cone 

Mrs, EDWARD, Halifax binet Maker. Nov 30 at 11.90. Off Rec, Townhall 
chmors. ax 

er ~~ Daven, Dewsbury, Yorks, Publican. Nov 29 at 10. Off Rec, Bank 
chm rs, B: 


NIcHoLas, THOMAS, Skewen, nr Neath, Draper. Nov 30 at 11. Off Rec, 6, Rut- 
land st, Swansea 

Owen, EVAN, Bangor, Grocer. Nov 30 at 11. Queen’s Head Cafe, Bangor 

PARLOUR, FREDERICK, Clifton, Bristol, Oil Lamp Dealer. Dec 7 at 12.30. Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristo! 

Parry, HENRY Horatio, Cardiff, Ship Broker. Nov 29 at 11.30. Off Ree, 3, 
Crockherbtown, Cardiff 

Pigott, EVERSFIELD oon, Ellisfield, iampe, Clerk in Holy Orders. Nov 30 at 

11.20, Red Lion Hotel, Basingsto 

RAtra. CHARLES, Coughton, Wareieke ‘Parmer. Dec 2 at 2.30. Byrch & Co, 
solors, Redditch 

READING, JOSEPH, Westcombe pk, amt, Lighterman and Contractor. Nov 30 
at 3. 109, Victoria st, Westmins 

RosBErtTs, HENRY, Lincoln, cles Dealer. Nov 29 at 12. Off Rec, 2, St 

enedict’s sq, Lincoln 

Scorrorn, CHARLES, Llantug, Carnarvon, Quarry Labourer. Nov 30 at 12.30, 
Queen’s Head Cafe, Bangor 

SPaRY, CHARLES JOHN, Ventnor, I W, Livery Stable Keeper. Nov 30 at 3. 
Crab and Lobster Hotel, Ventnor 

Swat, Davin, Bath. Engineer’ 8 Manager. Dec 8 at 10.45. 1, yAbbey st, Bath 

oe - <n alifax, Innkeeper. Nov 30 at 11. Rec, ‘Townhall 
chmbrs ax 

Talt, fan! itacxvs, High st, Poplar, Shipwright. Dec 1 at 12. 33, Carey st, 

ncoln’s inn 
tn, & a Tamworth, out of business. Nov 30at 11. 25, Colmore row, 


TYHURST, _ Hailsham, Sean, Plumber. Nov 380 at 12. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st st, Lincoln’s i 

Wappams, THomas RICHARD, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Hatter. Nov 30 at 12. 
Bankruptcy 4 Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

WALKER, JAMES ARTHUR, West Bromwich, Draper. Dec 2 at 11. 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

WARD, JOHN Lovett, jun, Smethwick, Staffordshire, Spoon Manufacturer. Dec 
latii. 25, Colmore row, Birmingha am 

Wass, Gaonen, Powell rd, Lower Ulapton, Gent. Nov 80 at 12. 33, Carey st, 

incoln’s inn 

Wurtz, B J, Catherine ct, Seething lane, Commission Agent. Nov 29 at 2.30. 
33, Carey st, Lincola’s inn 

WILLIAMS, AGNES, Laverpodt, Nail Manufacturer. Dec 2 at 2. Off Ree, 35, Vic- 


toria st, Live 
WItt1aMs, JOsEPH WILLIAM BatTTysz, Liverpool, Hosier. Dec 2 at 3. Off Rec, 


35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ADJ UDICATIONS. 
AHRBECKER, HENRY CONRAD, Stamford st, Lambeth, Engineer. High Oourt. 
Pet June 10. Ord Nov 18 
——_ ~~ } fo Swimbridge, Devon, ‘Publican. Barnstaple. Pet Nov 18. 
ir ov 19 
BLANKLEY, FREDERICK, Philip a} Cripplegate, Brace Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Oct 29. Ord Nov 
Boswonemen. MakrTIN, Devonport, Bestasies. East Stonehouse. Pet Nov 12. 
r ov 19 
Somes, Seven James, Gutter lane, Glover. High Court. Pet Oct2t. Ord 
1 


BUCKINGHAM, wages Henry, Adelphi place, Boot Manufacturer. Ipswich. 
Pet Nov2. Nov 


Busnows, A ALFRED Eunwoaray, Leeds, Bus Driver. Leeds. Pet Novi7. Ord 


CANN, FREDERICK, Bridgnorth, Salop, Veterinary Surgeon. Madeley, Shrop- 
shire. Pet Gct 13. Ord Nov 18 

Camaaee, pancvs E., Carvline st, Bedford sq, Geat. High Court, Pet Oct1. 

Ord Nov 1 

Onvse, wasn, Lnechy, Carmarthenshire, Confectioner. Carmarthen. Pet 
Nov 18 rd sa 

DavIEs, Ley Corwen, Merionethshire, Boot Maker. Wrexham. Pet Nov 10. 
Ord Nov 17 

EAMONSON, GEORGE WUatAM, Forest Gate, out of business. High Court. Pet 
Novis. Ord Nov 

FEARNS, J) oan, aan ‘Staffordshire, Beerseller. Stoke on Trent. Pet Nov 17. 


Ord Vv 17 

FEW, Fasgessn, Needingworth, Huntingdonshire, Shoemaker. Peterborough, 
Pet Novi4. Ord Nov16 

Foy, smomas asar, ? oe 6 Carmarthen, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Nov 
16. Ord Nov 

FUNSTON, WILLIAM, Lavexgor, Provision Dealer’s Assistant. Liverpool. Pet 
Oct 21. Ord yr 

GAUNTLETT, ALBERT Tastes, Camberwell rd, Grocer. High Court. Pet Nov 11. 


Ord Nov 18 
Garman, aureee. 6 Liverpool, Exhibition Agent. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Aug 
ov 1 
Goonmm,  - s Se Southwark pk rd, Bermondsey, Baker. High Court. Pet 
ov . 
Grason, RICHARD my, * pradtord, nr Manchester, Builder. Manchester. Pet 


Nov 10. Ord Nov 
GanExDALE, BENTAMIS, Nottingham, out of business. Nottingham. Pet Nov 
4 


1 Nov 
GUTHRIE, NICHOLAS JOHN, Blyth, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Newsastle on 
ne. Pet Nov at. Ord Nov 18 
Hat, JOHN, es rd, Harrow = Kensal green, Insurance Agent. High 
Court. Pet Nov arti Nov 1 


7 ae ~y ’s, or Chirk, Salop, Cattle Dealer. Wrexham. Pet 
ov 
suns, Rossen, Derby, Ginet Victualler’s Manager. Derby. Pet Nov3. Ord 


une, ‘yy tbeurne, Coal Dealer, Eastbourne and Lewes. Pet Oct 31. 
rd Nov 1 

JaY, ALFRED, address unknown, Perfumer. High Oourt. Pet Oct 21. Ord Nov 18 
KEYWORTH, JOHN, Doncaster, Nurseryman. effield. Pet Oct 27. Ord Nov 16 


LANDER, JOHN, Liv t . Merchant. pavernee re Pet Sent 23. Ord Nov 17 

aaer » Aiea, oe unknown, Licensed V: High Court. Pet Oct 
Ord Nov 1 

LEE, Sisaae, Bradford, Hair Dresser. Peete’. Pe ag Novi7. Ord Nov 17 

LEWIS, Rican, Shooter's hill rd, Blackheath, Grocer, Greenwich. Pet dct 17. 


Manners, J oat, Aberavon, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Neath. Pet Nov19. Ord 





ov 1 
MADIEAY, FSEDERIO, Biemlaghem, Merchant, Birmingham. Pet Oct28, Ord 
ov : 
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MARSHALL, JOSEPH, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Clothier. 
Nov 38. Ord Nov 17 } 
aterey JOSEPH, Long Preston, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Nov 2. a 
ov 18 
Moore, p mmoneae, Newport, Mon, out of business. Newport, Mon. Pet Nov 17. 
rd Nov 17 
Moxon, Francis HENRY, Pontefract, Merchant. Wakefield. Pet July 18. Ord | 
Nov 15 
Parry, HENRY Horatio. Cardiff, Ship Broker. Cardiff. Pet Nov8. Ord Nov 17 
Scott, JAMES, Leeds. Knitter. Leeds. Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov 16 
Scorr, JuLIA ANN, Newcastle on Tyne, Furniture Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet Nov 16. Ord Nov 19 
SIDEBOTHAM, JOHN, Wolverhampton, Locksmith, Wolverhampton. Pet Nov 
10. Ord Nov 18 
SmitH, THomas Dawson, Birkenhead, Nurseryman. Birkenhead. Pet Nov 15. 
Ord Nov 18 
SuMMERS, WILLIAM, Eastville, Glouces, out of business. Bristol. 
Ord Nov 19 
THOMAS, JAMES WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Tea Merchant. Carmarthen. Pet Nov 
. Ord Nov 18 
Tuomas, THOMAS, and SAMUEL GEORGE, Cardiff, Builders. Cardiff. Pet Nov 17. 
Ord Nov 19 
TILDESLEY, JOHN, Soutbal], Baker. Windsor. Ord Oct 24, Pet Nov 19 
oe. CHARLES, Plymouth, Painter. East Stonehouse. Pet Nov 15. Ord 
Yov 19 
TURNER, ALFRED STEPHEN, Tunbridge, Carpenter. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Nov 
17. Ord Nov 17 
TUFFIN, GRORGE WILLIAM, Clare st, Clare Market, Cheesemonger. High Court. 
Pet Nov 10. Ord Nov18 
WATERIAND, HENRY, Goole, Yorks, Builder. Wakefield. Ord 
Pet Novi, Ord 


Pet Nov 18. Ord 


Pet Nov 19. 


Pet Nov 3. 


OV 15D 
Wirayas, N, Guildford, Butcher. Guildford and Godalming. 
ov 19 


Wixo, Epwarp, Kentish Town rd, Blind Maker. High Court. 


Newcastle-on-Tyne. Pet | Dec. 2.—Messrs. Rush wortTH & STEVENS, at the Mart, Tokenhouse- yard, E.C., at 


1, for 2 p.m., Leasehold Premises (see advertisement, Nov. 12, p. 36). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. i Es ai 
| CoorER.—Nov. 28, at Ickburgh rd, Upper Clapton, the wife of William Cooper, 


solicitor, of a daughter. ; 
CRUICKSHANE.—Nov. 8, at Notting-hill, the wife of G. E. Cruickshank, barrister. 
at-law, of a son. 


, Hawkins —Nov. 3, at Putney, the wife of Henry Charlton Hawkins, barrister. 


at-law, of a daughter. 

MarsH.—Nov. 20, at Devoncroft, Kingston-on-Thames, the wife of B. J. Marsh, 
solicitor. of a daughter. 

NosrE.—Nov. 7, at 39, Belgrave-road, Rathmines, Dublin, the wife of John 
Noble, solicitor, of a daughter. ; o 

Prrman.—Nov. 12, at Waldegrave-road, Upper Norwood, the wife of Warren H, 
Pitman. solicitor, of a daugh 


ter. ws .. 4 
WHITE.—Nov. 8, at Maidstone, the wife of Claude Hamilton White, solicitor, of ~ 


@ son. 
MARRIAGES. 
SHARP—WHITTAKER,—Nov. 15, Arthur Henry Sharp, of the Inner Temple, bar. 
rister-at-law, to Maud Helen, daughter of the late Reginald Whittaker. 
OsSWALD- TURRILL.—Nov. 10, James Francis Oswald, of Middle Temple and 
Gray’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Isabella, daughter of the late John Turrill. 


EATHS. q 
CADDELL.—Nov. 14. at Bournemouth, Robert Caddell, Harbourston, county 


Meath, J.P. and D.L., aged 


77. f 
SKILLICORN.—Nov. 12, at Cheltenham, William Nash Skillicorn, J.P., M.A,,D.L., 


aged 79. 
Tupor.—Nov. 14, at Collingham-road, South Kensington, Owen Davies Tudor, 


Nov 18 


=, Seen, Reading, late Sheriff’s Officer. Reading. Pet Nov 16. Ord 
ov 19 


of the Middle Temple, bar:ister-at-law, aged €9. 











SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Nov. 29.—Messrs. BEAN, BURNETT, & ELDRIDGE, at th 


E.C., Freehold and Leasehold Ground Rents (see advertisement, Nov. 19, p. 4). 
Dec. 1.— Messrs. JoHN DAWSON & Son, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., at 2 
p.m., Freehold Premires (see advertisement, Nov. 12, p. 36) 
Dec. 1.— Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELuis. Crark, & Co., at the 
yard, at 2 p.m., Leasehold and Freehold Properties (see advertisement, Nov. 5, 


Dp. 7). 


CURRENT TOPICS .--+0-.-+0- 


e Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, : 
‘* TENANTABLE REPAIR”’ 


“Mart, Tokenhouse- 


CORRESPONDENCE 


MERCHANDISE Marks ACT, 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL 


CONTENTS. 


NEw ORDERS, &C. 
LEGAL NEws eeecce ccccsnnsese 
WINDING-UP NOTICES .. .-ceee-++e0e 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES 
COURT PAPERS ..... ---cccssccssese 
BANERUPTOY NOTICES 


eecerecee seeeeerescenreseee 


eeeee eeeeesee eseee 








FIRE!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 
SA FE S 
FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 108,, £6 5s.,and £8 5s, | 





LISTS FREE. 


Il, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C, 


HE SOCIETY of ACCOUNTANTS and 
AUDITORS. (Incorporated 1885.) The Fellows | 
and Associates of this Society practice in all parts of 
the United Kingdom, and are styled “Incorporated | 
Accountants.” Lists of the Members and all infor- 
mation may be obtained upon application to the | 
Secretary. By order of the Council, 
JAMES MARTIN, Secretary. 
Offices : 3, Newgate-street, Loudon, E.C. 
: a ae 
HE WICK, Furze-hill, Brighton.—C. G. | 
ALLUM, M.A., Scholar of Trinity Hall, Cam- | 
bridge, formerly with the Rev. E. St. John Parry, 
M.A., of Stoke-house, Slough, and for 10 years 
Assistant - Master at Brighton College, prepares 
Boys, from eight years of age, for the Public School 
Scholarships and Entrance Examinations. 


DUCATION.—To Solicitors and other 
Professional Men and Gentlemen of Limited In- 
come.—A few boys, sons of the above, are admitted 
into a well-known School of high tone on greatly 
reduced fees.—For full particulars addfess, in strict 
confidence, ‘“‘Mu,” care of Messrs. Relfe Bros., 6, 
Charterhouse-buildings, Aldersgate, City, E.C. 





ROENE COLLEGE, rear WINSLOW, | 


for Sons of Clergy, Army, Navy, Medical, &c. 


Thirty guineas per annum ; considerable reduction to | 


Brothers and Orphans; entrance tee Five Guineas; 
Vicar is Warden.—Address, Rey. Dr. JAMES. 


MEMORY, 
ARK TWAIN says of Professor 


LOISETTE’S system :—*I had before been | 


able, like most people, to store up and lose things in 

the dark cellar of my memory, but he showed me 

how to LIGHT UP the cellar.”—Prospectus post- 

free from,Profeseor LOISETTE, 87, New Oxford-street 
On. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE feet 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





|? you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
O. CLIBUEN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street. 
OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 
of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
High Shot House, 
secluded. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 
Billiard room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. 
The whole staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2s to 5 
guineas weekly. — Particulars from 
Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S. Ed. ; and 
reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & MORRIS, 
Solicitors, 95a, Queen Victoria-street, London. 


INTEMPERANCE. 
THE MORPHIA HABIT AND THE ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


PRIVATE HOME (Established 1864) 
for the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the 
Upper and Higher Middle-classes suffering from the 
above. Highly successful results. i 








Dr. J. St. T. Clarke. 


For terms, &c., apply_to the Principal, Mrs. | 


THEOBALD, Tower House, Leicester. 


INTEMPERANCE, 
UXTON HOUSE, EARL’S 
ESSEX, 
Private Home for Six Ladies. 
Highly satisfactory results. Excellent references. 
Terms, 2 and 3 guineas weekly. 
Address, Miss PUDNEY. 


_ JUDGES, COUNSEL, SOLICITORS 


| Like well-written Typewriting because, like 
Printing, it is Easy to Read, Neat, and 
Accurate. Same Price as Penwriting. 


THE Al TYPEWRITING OFFICE, 
Roll's Chambers, 89, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


COLNE, 








\ 


Twickenham. — Charmingly | 


the Medical | 


] Carriage kept. | 
Private sitting-roomsifreauired. Medicalattendant, | Ax 


UNTEARABLE LETTER. 


COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD’S PATENT.) 


| 1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 


FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. | 


500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 


English made. | 


THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 
WODDERSPOON & CO.,, 


7, SERLE STREET, and 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.0O. 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 

RANCE COMPANY. 

EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingiegl 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busie 
ness. 


Chis? Office— 
{ 216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
| The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amountte 
upwards of £1,900,000 sterling 
Chairman—J AMES CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. i 

& Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel 
| _ The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 

Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin 
| gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mort, of 
| Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute oF 

contingent. 
| The Company also purchases Reversions. 
Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
an ce Sheet, and every information, sens 
post-free on application to 
FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


| EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE 
| RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
| or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE BE 
| VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 1, 
| Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Establishe 
1835. Capital, £500,000, Interest on Loans may 


| capitalized. 
| F, 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON,§ Secretarie 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 
Lowpomw; 1, Moorgate-street, E.C, Apuzpzgzx: 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1886) :— 
Fire Premiums .., vee £582,000 
Life Premiums ... es ews s» 198,000 
| Interest... we ore oo. 


. we 133,000 
| Accumulated Funds oe ee $3,297,008 
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